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MADISON CITY PLAN COMMISSION
Minutes January 12, 2026

The Madison City Plan Commission held a regular meeting on Monday, January 12, at 6:00 p.m. in City Hall. Josh Wilber
presided over the meeting.

Roll Call:
e Present- Josh Wilburn (Chairman), Patrick Thevenow, Jerry Ralston, Rick Farris and Zach Laughlin
e Absent - Josh Storm, Mike Armstrong, Karl Eaglin and Van Crafton
o Staff Present; Tony Steinhardt (Director of Economic Development), Amy Williams (Interim Planning
Administrator) and Joe Jenner (City Attorney)

Minutes:

There were no corrections or additions to the September 8, 2025, meeting minutes. P. Thevenow made the motion to
approve September 8, 2025, minutes as written and Z. Laughlin seconded the motion. Unanimous Consent Vote (5 in
favor 0 against)-Motion carries.

The minutes for September 8, 2025 were approved.

Election of Officers

1. Chairman

2. Vice Chairman

J. Wilber asked for any nominees. Z. Laughlin nominated J. Wilber for Chairman and P. Thevenow as Vice Chairman. J.
Wilber asked if there were any other nominations and there were not. Unanimous Consent Vote (5 in favor 0 against)-
Motion carries.

Election of Officers: Chairman Josh Wilber. Vice Chairman Patrick Thevenow

Public Hearing (Proposed UDO & Zoning Map)

T. Steinhardt requested that the UDO and Zoning Map hearing be tabled after receiving a letter from an attorney
challenging the appointments and composition of the Plan Commission. To review the claim thoroughly, T. Steinhardt
asked that the hearing be postponed and rescheduled for January 26, 2026, at 5:30 p.m. J. Wilber asked if there were
any objections from the board to move the hearing to January 26, 2026, at 5:30 p.m. at City Hall. Ralston made a motion
to reschedule the hearing to January 26, 2026. Unanimous Consent Vote (5 in favor 0 against)- Motion carries

Public Hearing for public hearing for the UDO and Zoning map was tabled

Tabled Applications:
1. SDVA-25-1: Jim Pruett on behalf of D&W Realty Holdings LLC - Application for a Variance from Subdivision Standards
to allow for a smaller right of way for a future road.

Location: 2629 N Michigan Rd; 4-88 Century Lane; and 200+ State Road 62
Zoned: GB General Business (GB)

J. Wilbur asked A. Williams for the staff report. A. Williams stated that the applicant has two applications on the
agenda and the first is to establish setbacks within the General Business zoning district, which are determined on a
case-by-case basis rather than by a standard setback requirement. She further explained that the request is
technically a waiver, not a variance, because it varies from the subdivision standards. A. Williams noted that because
the development does not serve single-family lots, a public right-of-way is not required and that access may be
provided by a private drive serving a multi-family development rather than a public right-of-way. A. Williams stated
that the road could be a city street but recommended that the road should likely be a private driveway and if the
plan commission does accept something that does not meet standards, it should be carefully considered. If the
driveway is private, it may be constructed to private standards, and then the 50-foot right-of-way requirement would
not apply. ] Wilber noted that the setbacks for this site fall under the second application, PCGB-25-3, and it will be
discussed next.
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J. Pruett stated that he had previously provided original designs for the 19 residential rentals on one property and it
is not a subdivision and they were led to believe they could build a driveway that did not need approval and they
could build a street to meet city specifications so it could be open to the city for their maintenance. Plans have been
drawn up 3 times per request from September’s meeting for more details. The proposed road is 26 ft from gutter to
gutter / curb to curb with a 40ft right of way; this would allow 17 ft from the buildings. Each structure would be 1300-
1400 sq ft so it will not be a 2,000 sq ft building which should meet regulations.

J. Ralston asked . Pruett if all the parking was going to be in the street; ]. Pruett responded that there would be a
driveway for each building. ). Pruett discussed that the applications had been tabled a few times for him being out of
town or only having 5 plan commission members in attendance. J. Pruett asked to table them again until more
members are present because he did not like that it would require a unanimous vote with only 5 members present.

Z. Laughlin made a motion to table the application (SDVA-25-1) to the next regular meeting (March 9, 2026 at 5:30
pm at City Hall) and J. Ralston seconded the motion. Motion failed (4-1) with 4 votes in favor and P. Thevenow voting
against. P. Thevenow indicated a preference to proceed with a decision rather than table the application since this
has been on the agenda for months and that they need to make a decision. He could not support continuously
tabling it since there is a new ordinance being adopted.

P. Thevenow aiso questioned if the use was allowed within the current ordinance. J. Pruett stated it was previously
confirmed that this was considered multi-family by the previous administrator. A. Williams stated that this was
previously interpreted by the previous administrator as a permitted use in this district and that there is a process to
appeal an administrative decision if there was disagreement. P. Thevenow also asked if they resubmitted an
application would they have to comply with the new UDO. A. Williams clarified that applications submitted prior to
the adoption of the new UDC would be reviewed under the previous guidelines, while applications submitted after
the new UDO's effective date would be subject to the updated regulations. Additionally, an application could be
resubmitted if this was denied if there was a substantial change. A. Williams also clarified that if this was a private
driveway, this application for a waiver would not be needed.

1. Wilber then proceeded with the public hearing for the application.

s Patrick Magrath, 11 W. 6th St, stated that he was representing several landowners who oppose the
proposal. He explained that the property is no longer considered a subdivision, which falls under the
purview of the Plan Commission. He further stated that seeking a variance from the Subdivision Control
Ordinance would not be appropriate, as the ordinance no longer applies to this parcel. According to Mr.
Magrath, the intent is to maintain the property as a single parcel rather than a subdivision. Additionally, he
asserted that the zoning ordinance does not permit the development of 20 single-family rental homes on a
single parcel. He noted that single-family dwellings are not permitted within a General Business district; only
multifamily dwellings are allowed. He also stated that he does not think an administrative decision on if the
use is permitted was made.

¢ Daryl Detmer, owner of GranBrazil located at 140-180 Clifty Drive, expressed concerns that the
development of residential homes in the area could negatively impact property values within the business
district.

o Cher Austin, owner of Englewood Motel at 2629 Michigan Road, raised concerns regarding the sewage
infrastructure in that area. She noted that the intersection near Taco Bell s already congested and stated
that the addition of approximately 20 homes could further exacerbate traffic issues. She asked if they would
need a permit from INDQOT.

e | Pruett, the applicant, came forward and read the Oxford Dictionary definition of an apartment: "a set of
rooms forming one residence, typically in a building containing a number of these.” He further stated that a
neighboring property is operating a business under a variance.
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J. Wilber stated that they need a motion to either approve, deny, or table it to the plan commission special meeting
on January 26™.

P. Thevenow made a motion to reject the application (SDVA-25-1) for the smaller right-of-way and J. Wilber seconded
the motion. Motion failed (4 -1) with 4 votes in favor of the motion and Z. Laughlin voting against the motion.

Z. Laughlin made a motion to approve the application (SDVA-25-1) for the smaller right-of-way and J. Wilber
seconded the motion. Motion failed (4 -1) with Z. Laughlin voting in favor of the motion and 4 voting against the
motion.

Joe Jenner stated that the application then died because a motion to tabled did not carry, a motion to deny did not
carry, and a motion to approve did not carry.
Application SDVA-25-1 died because of failure to carry a motion

2. PCGB-25-3: Jim Pruett on behalf of D&W Realty Holdings LLC - Application to establish setbacks for the multi-unit
single family development within general business. Setbacks will be 5ft from the North, South, and East property
lines. Setbacks will be 30.18 ft from the west property line. Should the development include a public road, setbacks
will be 5ft from its right of way.

Location: 2629 Michigan Rd and Century Ln Properties
Zoned: General Business (GB)

J. Wilber asked for any comments from staff. A. Williams stated that setbacks in the GB are on a case-by-case basis.
She also stated that someone had asked what the setbacks were in the proposed UDO and she stated they are
proposed as 40 foot front yard and 20 foot side and rear yards. She stated that if a setback such as 5-feet is
considered by the plan commission, the surrounding uses should be considered.

J. Pruett presented and asked if this was denied, could he come back with another application with different
setbacks. It was stated that the plan commission could deny a future application if it was not substantial. The
applicant asked if the board would consider tabling the application to the next meeting.
J. Wilber then proceeded with the public hearing for the application.
o Patrick Magrath, 11 W. 6th St., asked that his prior comments be considered and requested the board deny
the application.

P. Thevenow made a motion to approve the application (PCGB-25-3) for setbacks and J. Wilber seconded the motion.
Unanimous Consent Vote (5 in favor 0 against)-Motion carries.

Application PCGB-25-3 is denied
New/Old Business: No further business was brought before the Board.

Adjourn: P. Thevenow made the motion to adjourn, and Z. Laughlin seconded the motion. Unanimous Consent Vote (5
in favor 0 against)-Motion carries.

BY ORDER OF MADISON CITY PLAN COMMISSION
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Amy Willia‘r/ns, Interim Secretary




