
 

 
 
 
 
 
A meeting of the City of La Porte Board of Zoning Appeals (“BZA”), was held at City Hall on Tuesday, 
April 8, 2025 at the hour of 6:00 PM, (“local time”), pursuant to notice duly given in accordance with the 
rules of the Commission and the Indiana Open Door Law. 
 
ITEM 1.  Call Meeting to Order 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Brian Kajer at 6:00 PM. 
 
ITEM 2.  Roll Call & Determination of Quorum 
 
On a call of the roll, the members of the BZA were shown to be present or absent as follows: 
 
Members Present: Members Absent: Staff Present: 
   
Chair, Brian Kajer Mark Danielson Mark Worthley, BZA Attorney 
Vice Chair, Nate Loucks  David Heinold, City Planner 
Vickie Gushrowski  Jamie Novak, Asst. Project Man. 
Pete Saunders   
   

 
 
ITEM 3.  Approval of Minutes: March 11, 2025 Meeting Minutes 
 
Chair Brian Kajer called for any changes or corrections to the March 11, 2025 Meeting Minutes.  There 
being no changes or corrections to the meeting minutes, Nate Loucks made a motion to approve the 
March 11, 2025 Meeting Minutes and the motion was seconded by Pete Saunders. The motion 
passed  
4-0.   
 
Chair Brian Kajer mentioned that according to email correspondence received by City Planning Staff on 
Friday, April 4, 2025, Mr. Schoof withdrew his petition to Reduce the Minimum Number of Parking 
Spaces from 1.5 Parking Spaces Per Studio Apartment to 1 Parking Space Per Studio Apartment and 
that there will be no public hearing on it.   
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APPLICANT 

 
PROPERTY OWNER 

Name – Juanita and Kerrie Akins 
    

PREMISES AFFECTED 
Parcel Number - 46-11-06-400-057.000-058 
  

    Actual/approximate address or location from major streets – 12 Deerfield Crescent 
Total Acreage – 0.19 acre Flood Zone on Site? - No 

Zoning of  
Subject Property – R1B 

Use of Subject Property – Single Family Dwelling 

Zoning of 
Adjacent 
Properties 

North: R1B South: R1B East: B1 West: R1B 

Land Use 
of Adjacent 
Properties 

North: Single 
Family Dwelling 

 
South: Single 

Family Dwelling 
 

 
East: vacant 

 

West: Single Family 
Dwelling 

 
SUMMARY:  The petitioner proposes to construct a single family dwelling.   
 
HISTORY OF SITE:  Per the site aerial image, the total parcel size is 0.19 acre and is currently zoned 
R1B (Single Family Residential District).  Currently, the subject property is a vacant lot.  The petitioner 
proposes to reduce the minimum front yard building setback on Deerfield Crescent from 25 feet to 23 
feet and the minimum side yard building setback from 10 feet to 0 feet along the dedicated public 
easement.    
 
The petitioner included a site plan that shows the proposed location of the single family dwelling that 
will be accessible from Deerfield Crescent.   
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:   
The petitioner is requesting a variance of development standards to reduce the minimum front yard 
building setback from 25 feet to 23 feet and reduce the minimum side yard building setback from 10 feet 
to 0 feet.  

ITEM 4.  Variance of Development Standards #25-03 Petition 
 to Reduce the Minimum Front Yard Setback from 25 Feet to  
 23 Feet; and Reduce the Minimum Side Yard Setback from  
 10 Feet to 0 Feet 
  Type of Request: Variance of Development Standards 

Staff Report: David Heinold 

Name – Mike Feikes 
 



STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE:   Section 7.04 Building Dimensional Requirements shall be met 
for the subject property.    
 
SITE REVIEW FINDINGS:  Site review is not required for this type of variance request.   
 
DECISION CRITERIA:   
(1) The approval will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general welfare 
of the community; 
The proposed single family dwelling will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and 
general welfare of the community because the existing subdivision located on Deerfield Crescent was 
originally developed as a planned development community of similar house styles.  Most of the existing 
houses on Deerfield Crescent were constructed at similar building setbacks for what the petitioner 
proposed as part of the Variance of Development Standards request.    

(2) The use and value of the area adjacent to the property will not be affected in a substantially 
adverse manner; and 
The use and value of the area adjacent to the subject property will not be affected in a substantially 
adverse manner with the construction of a single family dwelling at building setbacks that are similar to 
the existing single family dwellings along Deerfield Crescent.  Most of the existing houses on Deerfield 
Crescent were constructed as duplex-style houses that share a common wall and were built at or near the 
property lines.  The construction of a proposed single family dwelling will not negatively impact the use 
and value of the existing duplex-style houses.   
(3)    The strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance will constitute an unnecessary 
hardship if applied to the property for which the variance is sought.  
The strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance will result in practical difficulties in the use of 
the subject property because the property would not otherwise be able to be developed with a single 
family dwelling that meets the minimum building code and zoning requirements.  Most of the existing 
houses on Deerfield Crescent were constructed as duplex-style houses that share a common wall and 
were built at or near the property lines.   
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
Staff finds that the requested variance of development standards petition conforms to the goals and 
policies of the Countywide Land Development Plan.  The requested variance to reduce the minimum 
front yard building setback from 25 feet to 23 feet and reduce the minimum side yard setback from 10 
feet to 0 feet is similar to the existing single family dwellings that were already constructed on Deerfield 
Crescent.  Staff recommends approval of the petitioner’s request to reduce the minimum front yard 
building setback from 25 feet to 23 feet and reduce the minimum side yard building setback from 10 feet 
to 0 feet as part of Variance of Development Standards Petition #25-03. 
Submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals April 4th, 2025. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Applicant Presentation 
Mike Feikes of 3928 West Johnson Road in La Porte mentioned that he would like to reduce the front 
yard setback from 25 feet to 23 feet and reduce side yard setback from 10 feet to zero feet for the 
property at 12 Deerfield Crescent in La Porte Indiana. 
 
Staff Presentation 
David Heinold, City Planner, mentioned that the property is in the Deerfield Crescent Subdivision and 
that many of the homes were built prior to the zoning ordinance and under a different Planned 
Development Subdivision. David Heinold referred to the aerial map that shows the houses that were 
built on or near the property line touching the other homes and the pictures will show that many of the 
homes were built at or near the property line. David mentioned that the applicant applied for a building 
permit but did not yet receive the permit. David referred to photos taken by staff that showed separation 
between the sidewalk and the garage on the neighbor’s property. David stated that the applicant 
applied for a building permit for this location, but the permit was not issued yet. David mentioned that 
staff went out to take photos of the proposed location of the house and saw that there was a foundation 
there. David mentioned that the front yard and side yard setbacks are similar to the existing single-
family dwellings that were already built on Deerfield Crescent. David Heinold stated that staff 
recommends approval of the petitioner’s request to reduce the minimum front yard building setback 
from 25 feet to 23 feet and to reduce the minimum side yard building from 10 feet to 0 feet.  
 
Board Discussion/Action 
Nate Loucks asked why the foundation was done without a permit. 
 
David Heinold referred to the applicant for a response to Nate Loucks question. 
 
Mike Feikes mentioned that it was his understanding that the permit would be emailed to him.  
 
Nate Loucks mentioned that the permit was submitted through the City’s online system and the system 
did not work. 
 
Mike Feikes stated that the insurance company had to send over the same form numerous times 
because they were told that the office did not receive the forms, and he thought the permit was 
approved. Mike Feikes mentioned that he was told that the permit would be emailed to him along with 
the fee of the permit.  
 
Nate Loucks asked if there are any plans to develop anywhere near the stub road that is there. 
 
Mike Feikes mentioned that the previous builder was going to add on but since the nursing home 
bought it, he doesn’t think so.  
 
Nate Loucks asked if it’s a dead road. 
 
Mike Feikes responded yes.  
 
Vickie Gushrowski asked where the permit process is now. 
 
Jamie Novak, Assistant Project Manager in the Engineering office, explained the process for submitting 
building permits. Jamie Novak explained that there were other reviewers on Mr. Feikes’ building permit, 
including David Heinold that had not completed their steps meaning that the permit was not yet 
released. Jamie Novak mentioned that part of the process for building permits is that once the permit is 
approved the applicant will get a notification that the permit is ready for payment. Jamie mentioned that 
perhaps the confusion came from a notification to the applicant regarding his contractor registration 
notifying him that the contractor registration is ready for payment. Jamie mentioned that the system will 
prompt you when you are ready to make a payment. 
 
 
 



Nate Loucks asked if it is clear to the developers and the construction people to know when they have 
the permit and that it has been approved. 
 
Jamie Novak mentioned that there is clear communication in the portal. Jamie Novak mentioned that 
the applicant can see all the forms they applied for in the portal, and the applicant can click onto each 
form to see the process and the steps of where the permit is. Jamie stated that the applicant can see 
what has been approved and what has not been approved.  
 
Vickie Gushrowski asked would the permit had been approved if turned in and asked who still needs to 
approve so the permit can be issued. 
 
Jamie Novak mentioned she is speaking only on the behalf of the Engineering Department and not the 
other departments listed for review on the permit. Jamie explained that Engineering reviewed it and 
from there it was sent to the various departments for their review. Jamie mentioned that David Heinold 
had not reviewed his section for zoning because of the variance process. 
 
David Heinold mentioned that when the permit came to his box he received a sketch from the applicant 
instead of the required site plan. David mentioned that he reached out to the applicant requesting a site 
plan and a description of the project. David mentioned that once the site plan was received he let the 
applicant know that he would need to request a variance before the board of zoning appeals. David 
mentioned that part of the variance request process is that the applicant will need to notify the 
newspaper and send a notification via certified mail to the surrounding property owners a minimum of 
ten days prior to the board of zoning appeals meeting.    
 
Nate Loucks mentioned for clarity that after the Board of Zoning Appeals the applicant doesn’t have a 
permit because there are other steps that require completion.  
 
David Heinold stated yes.  
 
Public Comment 
Chair Brian Kajer opened the meeting to public comment and called for public comments either for or 
against the variance petition.  
 
There being no public comment for or against the variance petition, Brian Kajer closed the floor to 
public comment.  
 
Pete Saunders made a motion to approve Variance of Development Standards Petition #25-03 to 
reduce the minimum front yard setback from 25 feet to 23 feet and minimum side yard setback 
from 10 feet to 0 feet on the north side of the subject property and the motion was seconded by 
Nate Loucks.  A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed 4-0. 
 

Yes Brian Kajer    Yes Nate Loucks     
 
Yes Pete Saunders  Yes Vickie Gushrowski  
 

Variance of Development Standards Petition #25-03 - Approved 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ITEM 5.  Old Business 
 
There was no old business.   
 
ITEM 6.  New Business 
 
There was no new business.   
 
ITEM 7. Other Business 
 

A. Public Comments on Non-Agenda Items 
 

Chair Brian Kajer opened the meeting to public comment and called for public comments on non-
agenda items.  
 
Beverly Foster of 380 Melrose Street in La Porte commented on the upcoming building project on 
Melrose Street. 
 
Chair Brian Kajer mentioned that the Board of Zoning Appeals was not the right forum for Beverly 
Foster to comment on the building project on Melrose Street. Brian Kajer encouraged Beverly Foster to 
attend the City Council meetings where she can express her comments on the Melrose Street project. 
 
Beverly Foster mentioned that she was talking about Mr. Schoof from the beginning of the meeting.   
 
Nate Loucks reminded Beverly Foster that Mr. Schoof’s petition did get pulled from the agenda and that 
there won’t be any questions allowed because it is not on the agenda. 
 
Beverly Foster continued to question the board about the project. 
 
Nate Loucks encouraged Beverly Foster and others that were present to contact their city council 
members or attend a City Council meeting regarding the Melrose Street project.  
 
A citizen addressed the board with comments regarding Mr. Schoof after the audience was referred to 
city council.  
 
Mark Worthley, City Attorney reminded the citizen that she was at a BZA meeting and she was not at 
the correct forum for commenting. 
 
The citizen interrupted Mark Worthley as he was speaking. Mark Worthley kindly asked the citizen to 
stop speaking and to leave. The citizen continued to speak about the contractor as Mark Worthley 
repeatedly asked the citizen to stop speaking and to leave the meeting. 
 
There being no further public comments on non-agenda items, Chair Brian Kajer closed the floor to 
public comments on non-agenda items.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ITEM 8. Adjournment 
 
Vickie Gushrowski made a motion to adjourn, and the motion was seconded by Nate Loucks. The 
motion to adjourn passed 4-0.  The meeting was adjourned at 6.26 pm.   
 
 
__________________________________  _______________________________ 
Brian Kajer, Chair      Josette Schoof, Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


