BEFORE THE
EPWORTH FOREST ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE, INC.

IN RE:
WILLARD WATKINS
PIER 101A

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL

Epworth Forest resident, Willard Watkins (“Watkins™), by counsel, pursuant to the request
of the Epworth Forest Administration Committee, Inc. (“EFAC”), submits this memorandum in
support of his appeal. Watkins respectfully requests that EFAC reconsider its prior decision and
approve his pier assignment transfer request with respect to Pier 101A originally assigned to Lot
28 in Epworth Forest.

As background, Watkins and his wife, Anna Jean, own Lots 28 and 29 in Epworth Forest
with assigned street addresses of 8720 and 8712 East Wesley Lane, respectively. Watkins
purchased Lot 28, an offshore lot, from Marta Taylor (“Taylor”) in 2003. At the time she sold Lot
28 to Watkins, Taylor also jointly owned, with her sister, Carole Wilson (“Wilson™), Lot 15 in
Epworth Forest, an onshore lot located across the street from Lot 28. Although Lot 28 had been
assigned Pier 101A, with such pier depicted on Larry Long’s 1991 survey (an excerpt of which is
attached hereto as Exhibit A), Taylor misrepresented to Watkins that Lot 28 did not have a pier
assignment. As addressed during the appeal conference, Taylor’s sister and co-owner of onshore
Lot 15 likewise made the same misrepresentations to Watkins as to the lack of any pier assignment
for Lot 28.

Because Pier 101A had been located along that portion of the shoreline jointly owned by
Taylor and Wilson in connection with their onshore Lot 15, the sisters were presumably motivated
to misrepresent the status of the existing offshore pier assignment to avoid sharing any portion of
their shoreline with a non-family member. Despite having sold Lot 28 to Watkins in 2003 and
misrepresenting the status of any assigned pier for such offshore lot, Taylor thereafter improperly
made in the numerous years since the annual pier rental payments due for Pier 101A. EFAC’s
predecessor administering piers in Epworth Forest and/or its property management agents likewise
improperly accepted Taylor’s annual rental payments for Pier 101A with no questions apparently

raised as to Taylor’s sale of offshore Lot 28 or her subsequent lack of ownership of any offshore




lot.! It is suggested that those questions, had they been raised by EFAC’s predecessor and/or its
agents, would have revealed Taylor’s improper conduct and led to a pier assignment transfer
request by Watkins long ago.

The current pier administration policy, as approved by the Court and attached as an exhibit
to the January 21, 2014 Order, provides that a new owner purchasing an offshore lot with an
assigned pier space “shall apply” to EFAC for a transfer of the pier assignment. See Policy, Section
9. The pier administration policy further expressly reflects the “intent to retain the original
assignments where possible” as long as the assignments are in “compliance with current
guidelines.” Consistent with this stated intent, offshore pier assignments have been historically
retained in Epworth Forest. See, e.g., Petition to the Court filed by EFAC’s then-President, a copy
of which is attached hereto as Exhibit C (“Arguments for the [offshore pier| assignment staying
with the property are property value of current Off-shore owner, inherited property, and past
method.”) (emphasis added). Despite this stated intent and historical practices, notably absent
from the current pier administration policy is a fair warning to an offshore lot purchaser that an
existing pier assignment may be subject to the harshest sanction - permanent revocation - at some
unspecified point and without further notice from the Board if such purchaser does not submit a
pier assignment transfer request.

In this case, based on EFAC’s minutes of the June 29, 2016 meeting, the Board appears to
have denied Watkins’ pier assignment transfer request because “the majority of the Board felt that
too much time had passed since the property’s purchase to consider it a transfer.” Watkins
concedes that much time has passed since his 2003 purchase of Lot 28 from Taylor. There is, ,
however, no time limit specified in the pier administration policy or any Court Order for the

purchaser of an offshore lot to make such a pier assignment transfer request.2 Moreover, this case

" Indeed, the pier assignment list included with the Court’s January 21, 2014 Order (with such
Order attached hereto as Exhibit B), reflected no address for Taylor as to Pier 101A in the space
provided for that resident information.

2 To the extent the Board now believes it appropriate to amend the written pier administration
policy to adopt a specific time limit to submit a pier assignment transfer request following the
purchase of an offshore lot, it is free to do so in accordance with any required procedures. In that
case, given the clear importance of an existing pier assignment to an offshore lot and the express
intent that such pier assignments should be retained if possible, any amended policy provision on
this issue should clearly place an offshore owner on fair notice that failure to submit the pier
assignment transfer request within a specified period of time may subject such owner to permanent
loss of the pier assignment without further notice from the Board.
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presents unusual facts and circumstances as bearing on the time that has passed, from the seller’s
affirmative misrepresentations to the longstanding historical problems surrounding pier
administration matters in Epworth Forest resulting in many years of uncertainty, conflict and
litigation.

In any event, the failure of a new offshore lot owner to submit a pier assignment transfer
request should be considered, at most, an issue of non-compliance with the terms of the current
pier administration policy. See Policy, Section 9 (providing in pertinent part that, “the new owner
shall apply to the Committee for a transfer of the pier assignment”) (emphasis added). The failure
to do so is a violation of the policy and should be reasonably addressed through EFAC’s separate
written enforcement policy providing for fair notice to an Epworth Forest resident before imposing
sanctions. Watkins’ position in this regard appears to be consistent with the Court’s expectation
that “ongoing violations” may subject an owner to penalties that may include the “possible
suspension and/or revocation of pier placement and/or docking privileges.” See January 21, 2014
Order, § 7(f).3 ’

Watkins finally suggests that it would be inappropriate for EFAC to attempt to assign Pier
101A to another offshore owner given the lack of legal access to it. EFAC’s bylaws and the pier
administration policy clearly contemplate offshore owners accessing their assigned pier spaces
through public ways and the easement absent the express permission of an onshore owner to use
his/her onshore property for such purpose. See, e.g, Policy, Section 5; Bylaws, Section 6(j). The
Court further expressed this expectation through those additional provisions required to be
included as part of amendments to the pier administration policy or “regulations.” See January 21,
2014 Order, § 7(i) (“Off-shore owners are further required to access their pier assignments of their
use of the walkway, by utilizing the various streets, platted easements, and/or “fire lanes” which
lead from public streets to the easement, and specifically, access to the pier assignments or the
public walkway should not be across the lots of on-shore owners without express permission of

the on-shore owners.”). In this case, although lacking legal access to Pier 101A, Watkins has

*In its January 21, 2014 Order, the Court required certain modifications to the pier administration
policy or “regulations” as specifically set forth in Paragraph 7 thereto. The pier administration
policy, as attached to the Court’s January 21, 2014 Order, has not yet been amended to specifically
incorporate the mandatory provisions contemplated by the Court.
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already demonstrated to EFAC that he has secured an onshore owner’s permission to use such
lakefront property to access such pier space.

For the reasons set forth herein and as previously addressed with the Board during the
appeal conference, Watkins respectfully requests that EFAC reconsider its prior decision and

approve his pier assignment transfer request with respect to Pier 101A.

Respectfully submitted,

SNYDER MORGAN LLp

By: QZQ \/M & —
Randall L. Morgan, #18087-49
200 West Main Street
Syracuse, Indiana 46567
Telephone: 574/457-3300
rIm@snydermorgan.com
Attorneys for Petitioner
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IN THE KOSCIUSKO CIRCUIT COURT
121 NORTH LAKE STREET
WARSAW, INDIANA 46580

DOROTHY V. BARNES, et al, CASE NO. 43C01-9109-CP-732

Plaintiffs,
VS.

)

)

)

)

NORTH INDIANA ANNUAL )
CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED )
)

)

)

)

)

)

)

e
I o 1
k (2

JHQ JAN 21 201

CLEAK K@éﬁé!@ C]RgﬁlT COURT

METHODIST CHURCH,

VS.

NUMEROUS INTERVENING
DEFENDANTS,
Defendants.,

ORDER

Proéeedings were held on the issues arising under the Court's Request to
Review the "Pier Administration Policy" and the maps showing the assigned pier
locations for 2014 on January 14 and Jahuary 15, 2014. Those in appearance were as
follows: certain on-shore owners by Richard K. Helm; certain off-shore owners by
Stephen R. Snyder and Randall L. Morgan; certain on-shore owners by James S. Butts;
certain fee simple lakefront owners by Jason M. Kuchmay; North Indiana Annual
Conference of the United Methodist Church by Edward A. Sullivan and Larry E. LaTarte;
Richard D. Presser by Michael M. Ydder; William and Sue Kerley by Rachel Y. Osting;
and Robert Turner, in person and pro se. Evidence was submitted and argument heard
and the Court took the issues under advisement.

The Court having reviewed the evidence, the argument of those present, and
being duly advised in the premises, now makes the following Findings and Order:

EXHIBIT
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| FINDINGS
1. After extensive litigation and a long trial in this Court in July of 1994, this
Court entered its Record of Submission, Findings of Fact with Opinion and Judgment on
August 2, 1994, ("Judgment") .
2. The Court's Judgment provided as follows:

(1) That the several plaintiffs, and with respect to the several lots
in Epworth Forest owned by them, which plaintiffs along with the lots
severally owned by them are as follows:

SEE PARTIES - PLAINTIFF LIST ATTACHED AS EXHIBIT "A"

are each, in their several titles by which they hold title to the
designated lots, vested in fee simple as owners of the lands
lying between their lots and the shore of Lake Webster and
extending into Lake Webster in a matter not adjudicated, the
tracts severally owned by those parties determined by
extending their lateral lot lines to the lakeshore at the
established legal lake level, said titles being subject to any
encumbrances or other burdens as they exist and not
determined in this action.

(2)  That so much of the land vested in the parties

lying between their designated lots and the lakeshore are
each burdened, as a subservient tenement, with an.easement
reserved by the plat in favor of the defendant, North Indiana
Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church, for its
own use and the use of off-shore owners being the owners

of lots in the Plat of Epworth Forest not lying upon or
adjoining the littoral or upon the lake.

(3)  That the scope of the easement includes only a right

of the off-shore owners and the defendant acting for them and for
itself to maintain upon the lands lying between the on-shore

lots and the lakeshore, that is the littoral, of a walkway upon which
landowners in the Plat of Epworth Forest, their guests, and the
guests and attendees of the defendant may promenade, and to
permit access to such persons for fishing from the shore and to
maintain upon the lake-front piers at which boats may be docked.

2




(4)  Thatin exercising the rights and privileges inhering to the
dominant tenement, the defendant for itself and for the benefit
of the off-shore owners may establish reasonable regulations
as may be required to assure, first, that the on-shore owners
may establish a pier at their location of choice upon their lands,
and then to allow the placement of piers and the docking of
boats by off-shore owners and by the Conference in a manner
which imposes the least possible burden upon any one or group
of the on-shore owners and may further establish and enforce
such reasonable regulations as may be required to assure that
the walkway remains open and free for passage and that
permitted people may have reasonable access to the shore

for fishing and swimming, and if in the administration of such
regulations costs which the Conference cannot reasonably

bear are incurred, that cost may be budgeted and proportionately
charged upon all persons installing piers, including on-shore
and off-shore owners as well as the Conference itself.

The Court's conclusion and opinion entered August 2, 1894, provides:

(8)  The easement was reserved for the purpose of maintaining a
promenade for the enjoyment of all residents of the plat, their
guests, the Conference and its guests and attendees. The persons
to enjoy the easement have rights of access to the shore for the
purpose of fishing and the off-shore owners have a littoral use to
erect a pier and to dock a boat and the Conference has a right
to install piers and dock boats for the benefit of the lot owners
‘and of its guests and attendees. The on-shore owners have a
duty to permit the maintenance of the walkway, to allow fishing
from the lakeshore and to permit the Conference and the off-shore
owners to establish piers at reasonable intervals. At reasonable
intervals means that off-shore owners and the Conference piers may
not be placed in such proximity to on-shore owner piers as to
create unreasonable inconvenience to the on-shore owners in
the use of their own piers. The on-shore owners get first
choice as to where they get to put their piers because they are
the owner of the fee and many of the sea walls built by them are
s0 built that there is a specific place within the frame of the
sea wall into which a pier is designed to fit. As the off-shore
owners must be accommodated in a managed fashion for so
long as the Conference remains operative upon the grounds,
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the off-shore owners' right to pier placement must be managed
through the Conference. The Conference will, therefore, have
managerial rights, as a Trustee for the benefit of the off-shore
owners to assign pier space to accommodate the off-shore
owners without at the same time unduly burdening the on-shore
owners. To so manage, the Conference must establish rules,
which touching upon and concerning the land, are rules of the
Conference which must be, under the restrictions on the plat,
conformed to by the on-shore owners as well as the off-shore
owners. Since such management requires resources, and
resources, that is people, cost money, the Conference may
establish a reasonable pier permit fee which may be no greater
than that reasonably required to actually fund the cost of that
management. Because the management regulations which
will presumably be framed by the Conference for the benefit

of the off-shore owners will also benefit the on-shore owners

in that they must be designed to avoid overburdening the
on-shore owners, the on-shore owners must participate in

the cost of that management expenditure.

4, Pursuant to the judgment, the North Indiana Annual Conference of the
United Methodist Church ("Conference") established regulations for the administration
and enforcement of pier placements, fees, and regulation of the littoral, the first of which
regulations were approved by this Court on November 7, 2007, ("Order").

5. In the Order, this Court made the following findings, conclusions and

orders:

(1) The North Indiana Conference of the United Methodist Church
("Conference”) has enacted reasonable regulations and procedures
to carry out the responsibilities assigned to the Conference in this
Court's judgment dated August 2, 1994, The Court has reviewed
and approves the Pier Admiinistration Policy, a copy of which is
attached. The Court orders the Conference to maintain a copy of
the Pier Administration Policy and a map showing the approximate
assigned and unassigned pier locations at a place within Epworth
Forest which is available to Epworth Forest lot owners at reasonable
times.

(2)  As ameans of enforcing this Court's prior orders in this case,
any party alleging that the Conference has acted or failed to act in
violation of this Court's judgment dated August 2, 1994, shall file a
separate lawsuit alleging that the Conference has acted or failed to
act in violation of this Court's judgment of August 2, 1994, may be

4




heard only if the party alleging the violation has complied with the
issue submission procedure included in the Pier Administration
Policy. The action or decision of the Conference will not be reversed
unless such action or decision is arbitrary, unreasonable or
capricious.

" The Court FURTHER FINDS and ORDERS as follows:

1. That the duty to establish reasonable regulations imposed on the
Conference in the Judgment included the duty to modify or change these regulations
when appropriate, with the Conference always being mindful that stability and
predictability are important considerations when considering any such changes.

2, The Conference utilized the regulations approved by this Court in the
Order for quite some time until, due to changes of the circumstances in Epworth Forest
over time, including the need to identify more acceptable on-shore pier spots and to
altéviate over-crowding on some areas of the lakeshore, the Conference adopted new
regulations known as the Epworth Forest Pier Administration Policy revised April 15,
2011, the Epworth Forest Pier Administration Policy Pier Violation Enforcement Policy
approved February, 2010, and a map or list showing pier placements for 2014
developed pursuant to these policies, copies of which are attached hereto and made a
part hereof as Exhibits "C", "D" and "E". -

3, The Court's Judgment does not expressly require the regulations adopted
by the Conference to be approved by the Court in order for the regulations, including the
fees to be assessed, to be binding and effective; however, the Court approved prior
regulations in its Order and has approved the new regulations as provided hereafter to
resolve any possible issue In this regard,

4, The Court finds that the new regulations and placements submitted to the
Court are reasonable, are not arbitrary nor capricious, and are based on valid
considerations, including the need to fairiy allocate the bu'rden of the Court's Judgment
in a rational fashion considering the rights and obligations of the residents of Epworth
Forest as a whole, and which shall be approved by the Court as submitted, except as

provided otherwise herein.




5.

The new regulations allocating more pier space for on-shore owners than

off-shore owners is not precluded by the Court's Judgment and reasonably conforms to

common expectations of property owners in general.

6.

The Court's Judgment provides that the off-shore owners have a littoral

use to erect a pier and to dock a boat. The regulations must be so modified to conform

to this limitation and allow for the placement of only one pier and the docking of only

one boat or other watercraft for each off-shore owner.

7.

a)

b)

d)

a)

h)

The regulations should be further modified to provide as follows:
No on-shore owner may have a slip at a community pier unless all

. off-shore owners requesting either an on-shore pier site or a

community pier slip have had their request granted.

The regulations are not meant to limit any lot owner's ability to
seek redress for violations of their property or other rights
directly with the appropriate court for issues relating to trespass
or nuisance,

. Requests for pier sites and/or pier slips should be assigned in the

order they are received by the Conference. If it is impossible to fulfill
all requests, a waiting list shall be established. Any requests which are
received at the same time, and which cannot all be fulfilled, should

be resolved by a lottery. ' '

- The ability to install more group and/or community piers to meet

any unmet pier requests should be explored further by the Conference.

Reasonable late fees and penalties for violations are contemplated by the
Court's Judgment, however, attorney fees for violations can only be
imposed by a court and as provided by applicable Indiana law.

Violation fines should be from $1.00 to $100.00 per day, with each
day the violation exists constituting a separate offense. Penalties for

- repeat offenders and/or ongoing violations should also include

possible suspension and/or revocation of pier placement and/or
docking privileges.

Time frames for enforcement proceedings should be reduced for the
first, second, and third notice to seven (7) days.

In order to timely enforce the regulations, the Conference, through the
Pier Committee, should appoint a single enforcement administrator who

6




shall, to the extent practicable, enforce the regulations adopted under
the Judgment and specifically, should investigate and address
violations of interlopers, hopefully within three (3) days.

i) Off-shore owners are further required to access their pier assignments,
or their use of the walkway, by utilizing the various streets, platted
easements, and/or "fire lanes" which lead from public streets to the
easement, and specifically, access to the pier assignments or the
public walkway should not be across the lots of on-shore owners
without express permission of the on-shore owners.

i) The use of the easement as a "promenade" prohibits motorized
vehicles, bicycles, golf carts, and the like, with an exception being
made for wheelchairs for disabled persons in need of such
wheelchairs, and further, piers and related facilities are not to be
stored upon the walkway or the on-shore owners' property without
express permission having been granted for such placement by the
on-shore owner.

8. . Although not mandated by the Court, the regulations as adopted and
applied by the Conference should strive to:

a) Allow/provide for a five (6) foot clearance on both sides [for a total

of ten (10) feet] of the dividing line between pier sites so that a ten
(10) foot buffer zone may exist between all facilities and equipment utilized
on the pier sites; and

b) Burden any one on-shore owner with only one (1) off-shore pier site.

9. The Conference has enacted reasonable regulations and procedures to
carry out the responsibilities assigned to the Conference in the Judgment. The Court
has further reviewed and approves the regulations known as The Epworth Forest Pier
Administration Policy revised April 15, 2011, the Epworth Forest Pier Administration
Policy Pier Violation Enforcement Policy approved February, 2010, and the map or list
showing pier placements for 2014 developed pursuant to these policies, copies of which
are attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibits "C", "D" and "E" as well as the
current fee schedule testified to in open court, except as expressly modified herein.

10.  As a means of enforcing the Court's prior orders in this case, any party
alleging that the Conference has acted or failed to act in violation of the Judgment

and/or as provided herein, shall file a separate law suit in this Court alleging same.
7




Except as provided herein in paragraph 7(b), a separate law suit alleging that the
Conference has acted or failed to act in violation of the Judgment and/or as provided
herein, may be heard only if the party alleging the violation has complied with the issue
submission procedures included in the Pier Administration Policy previously approved
by the Court. The action or decision of the Conference will further not be reversed
unless such action or decision is arbitrary, unreasonable or capricious.
SO ORDERED THIS 21st DAY OF JANUARY, 2014,
Do 6K
Michael W. Reed, Judge
Kosciusko Circuit Court

Distribution:
Barnes Service Group
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Joycé Phaneuf J .
Michael T. Black/Daphne Black

James~D.~Henry/Betty L. Henry

Ann Lawver/Lana Goombridge/
Graham Goombridge

Steven D. Lisle/Cassie J. Lisle
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Robert Turner/Lois Turner
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Phillip W. Bogue/Ellen Sue Templin
Mark Faith/oulie Faith .
William Harold Smith/Peggy J. Smith
Lawrence Hood/Shirley Hood

Jd. Robert Baur/aAlbert E. Basur

James ‘P. Holdread/Susan M. Holdread
Howard McCain/Carol McCain
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John 5. Calland/Helen M. Calland

Jean M. Calland
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Robert J. Berg/Kathleen Berg
Stephen Strack/Mary Ellen Strack

Mary Beth Brunette
Helen Beavers
Darold Grossman
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Mlchael Count:/Denise Count
Jane R. Chukch
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Charles Taylorx

David Raymond Speer/Joan Speer
John D, Osborn/Janet S. Osborn
John Riggin/Joetta Riggin

D R R R E R T

@

49

50

51
51A,52
53,54

55

56

57

58

58
59,60,61
62
21,23,24
22

20

19

17

16
15
13
12
11




EPWORTH FOREST
PIER ADMINISTRATION POLICY
'I‘hc Trustees of the Northem Indiana Conference of the United Methodist Church, Inc (“COnference”) are
responsxblc for cs(abhshmg regulatxons regarding the placement of plers along the Lake Webster shoreline thh!n h
the Epworth Forest community Himits. This authority and responsibility is provided through a court judgment
-entered by the Circuit Court of Kosciusko County on August 2, 1994 and supplemental Pier Policy approved in

1993, It is the intent to carry out the court’s decision in an organized and efficient manner with the hope that all
may enjoy the lake and together foster & better sense of community in Epworth Forest,

The Trustegs of the Conference have delegated a portion of that task to the Pier Administration Committee
(*Committee") who will act as & designee of the Conference and whose authority derives solely by delegation from
the Trustees of the Conference, The Trustees may engage a managing agent to oversee and catry out directives for
day fo day operations and maintenance related to the pier administration,

DEFINITIONS

Community Pier — Shared Pier that is owned by the Conference,

. Ziasement — The Basement was reserved for the purpose of malatalning a promenade for the enjoyment of ali
residents of the plat, their guests, the Conference and its guests and attendees. The scope of the Easement includes
only a right of the off-shore owners and the Conference acting for them and for itself to maintain upon the lands

* laying between the on-shore lots and the lakeshore, that is the littoral, of a walk way upon which landowners in the

plat of Epworth Forest, their guests, and the guests and attendees of the Conference may promenade, and to permit

access to such persons for fishing from the shore and to maintain upon the lakefront piers at which boats may be

“docked.

Lakefront Owner ~ An owner of a platted lot within Epworth Forest that {s located directly adjacent to the Lake
Webster shoreline,

Non-Lalkefront Owner — An owner of a platted lot within Epworth Forest that is nof located directly adjacent to the
Lake Webster shoreline.

Pier Assignment — An allotted space long the Lake Webster shoreline that Is assigned to an owner. All piers are
privately owned and shall not be accessed without the permission of the owner,

Pier Administration Committee - A committee composed of five members: two members owning lakefront
property, two members owning non-lake front property, one member selected by the Trustees to represent the
interests of the Conference.

PIER ADVIONISTRATION COMMITTEE
TERMS RESPONSIBILITIES

Appointed Committee members shall fill a term of three years with no limit for consecutive terms, The terms shall
be staggered so the tcm\l,of only one member from lakefront and non-lakefront shall expire in any one year. Upon
expiration of terms, the Community owners with pier access shall be solicited for volunteers to filf the open
positions. The volunteer statements shall be presented 1o the Trustees for appointment to the Contmittee,

. ' Revised 4.15.2011




)

The Commitice shall: .
A: Administer the rules and regulations adopted by the Truslees of the Conference,
B. Record pier locations of fakefront property owners.
C. Determine and record available pier focations for non-lakefront propcrty owners.
D, Arbitrate dmputes related to pier adminisifation,
E. Designate an individual or entity to be the contact in regard to pler admxmstratmn matters

BULES AND REGULATIONS

The Trustees of the Conference adopt the following rules and regulations for the administration of plers in Epworth
Forest. These Rules and Regulations are not intended to be all encorupassing and are in addition to any codes or
laws enacted by goverament agencles. These rules apply to all property owners. Cooperation between alt who own
property within Epwaorth Forest s essential in fostering a sense of community in Epworth Forest.

1. PIER ASSIGNMENT ELIGIBILITY
Lot owners located in Epworth Forest with a residence located on them, or that own a lot that js
buildable a3 a residence by Kosciusko County butldmg standards, are eligible to apply for a pier
assignment.

2. ALLOWABLE WIDTH
The maximum allowable width* for a shoreline pier space assigned to a lakefront propesty owner is 24
feet. Lakefront owners who owa at least 24 feet or more of shoreline frontage shall be allotted a pier
assignment up to 24 feet, Lakefront owners dwning less than 24 feet of shoreline frontage shall be
allotted a pier assigninent up to the limited frontage owned (i.e. if 22 feet is owned the lakefront
assignmeﬁt shall be up to 22 feet wide.) If a lakefront owner owns less than 16 feet of shoreline, that
lakefront owner shall be allotted at least 16 feet for their pier assignment. The maximum allowable
width for a shoreline pier space assigned to a non-lakefront property owner is 16 feet. Piers shail be
placed a safe and reasonable distance apart from each other with a minimum distance between pier
assignments of two feet,
*Width refers to space used by a;n assigned owner for pier sections, watereraf, of any other persanal property that takes up space
in the water or along the shoreline, Measurement is the total width taken from the far left item to the far right itern (for exomple,
pier, boat, jet ski, securing pole/auger, elc.).

3, LAXEFRONT PROPERTY OWNERS
Lakefront property owners were given the right to select their shoreline pler placement first, This
selection took place in the spring and summer of 1995. That lakefront property owner’s shoreline pler
placement shall be considered permanent unless the lakefront property owner agrees to a change in
writing that has been approved by the Committee in writing, The lakefront owners shall allow the
Conference and the non-lakefront owners to establish piers at reasonable intervals along the shoreline,

4. NON-LAKEFRONT PROPERTY OWNERS ,
Non-lakefront property owners® shoreline pier locations are assigned by the Comittee on a first-
come, first-served basis. Once the shoreline locatlons are assigned and approved in writing by the
Commitiee, the locations are intended to be permanent; however, non-compliance may cause the
Committee to consider a change,

Revised 4.15.20}1




5. PIER ACCESS
In placing a pier along the lakefiont, property owners accept the limited uses of the easements and -
agree to abide by them. Non-Lekefront property owners and guests are asked to respect the privacy of
others and refrain from traversing between Lakefront Homes to access the shoreline, Pier Assngnments
... may be accessed by fire lanes and easements; In addition, Seavialls and adjacent shorelihe property are
owned and maintained by Lakefront property owners and should not be altered or damaged in any way
by Non-Lakefront property owners,

6. PIERINSTALL AND REMOVAL
Shoreline piers shall be labeled by each owner with the pier location number and may be maintained in
the water during normal periods that shoreline piers are in the water in Lake Webster; however,
shoreline piers shall be removed from the water prior to freezing,

7. COMMUNITY PIER ASSIGNMIENTS
Community Pier slots are assigned each year by the Committee, Community Pier slots shall be offered
first to those Epwarth Forest property owners that maintained a slot the prior year and second to those
owners that have requested to be on the Community Pier waiting list by February 1%, Allcosts
associated with the operation of the Community Piers are supported solely by funds received from
Commaunity Pier assignments,

8. PIER ADMINISTRATIONTFER R
A reasonable fee to cover the costs of pier adminlistration shall be divided among owners with assigned
pier locations, Such fee shall be no greater than the amount required to fund the cost of such
administration and shali be determined by separate Shoreline and Community Pier budgets established
by the Committee for each year and approved by the Trustees of the Conference, These budgets shall
inctude items such as postage, printing, meeting costs, legal fees®, costs for service retained, and costs
associated with the development and operations of the ntles and regulations. '
*The Trusteas will inake every effort to collect legal fees from individua(s) involved in legal action. The Koselusko County
Circuit Court, by epproving this Pier Administration Policy, will uphold the decision of the Pier Administration Committee
unless the Court determines that the decision of the Pier Administsation Coinmitiee was arbitrary, unrcasonablc af capricious, If
the Committee's decision is upheld, the Court will award the Cominittes ils reasonable unomcy s fees and expcmscs incutred in

the enforcement of its decision.

9. OWNER REQUESTS -~ CHANGES - TRANSFER
Requests for Changes or New Pier Assignments: No changes to pier locations shall be made without
prior written Committee approval. New pler locations are assigned on a first-come first served basis
and are not guaranteed. Any request for changes to an assigned piér location must be submitted in
writing to the Committee no later than February 1% of the year in which the change is requested
effective utilizing the “APPLICATION/CHANGE FOR PIER ASSIGNMENT® form,

Pier Transfors: In the event of a change of ownership of 8 property with assigned pier access, the new
owner shall apply to the Committee for a transfer of the pier assignment utilizing the
“APPLICATION/CHANGE FOR PIER ASSIGNMENT" form. Pier assignments are not deeded with
the ;;ropmy nor are all non-lakefront property owners guaranteed a pier assignment, However, it is the
intent to retain the original assignments where possible as long as such assignments are in compliance
with current guidelines, As it is the understanding that lakefront propert); pier transfers shall be

Revised 4.15.2011




) considered automatic, lakefront owners are reminded to submit updated contaot information as a
lakefront property ownership changes,

10, ENFORCEME?\’I‘ PROCEDURES
The Committée maintains an enforcement policy and proceduire related to delinguent pier fee payments
and/or pier locatnons not in comphance with these gundelmes. Such methods of enforcement may
include, but are not Limited to, fines, late fees, interest, and suspension of pier privileges and/or legal
action if deemed necessary,

Revised 1.1.15.2011
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EPWORTH FOREST
PIER ADMINISTRATION °

Pier Violation Enforcernent Policy

Approved: February 2010 -

Pier Adminlstyation Polic States:

The Pier Administration Committee maintains an enforcement policy and procedure related fo delinquent pler fee payments
and/or pier assignments not in compliance with these guidelines, Such methods of enforcement may inciude, but are not
limited to, fines, late fees, interest, and suspension of pier privileges and/or legal action if deemed necessary. )

Enforcement Procedure for Violations of Pier Admintstration Policy

1. Pier Administration Commitiee will attempt to contact the owner via telephone and follow up with written communication
in the form of the First Notice as outlined below,

2, First Notice - Pier Administration Committee will send a (fifendly) written notice fo the owner which will outline the
specific violation and give a 15-day notice to bring pier assignment back into conipliance. The notice will state a re-
inspeetion to take place after 15 days from date of nofice. The notice will contain no mention of fees or potential charges.

3, Pier Administration Committee will attempt to contact the owner via telephone and follow up with written communication
in the forin of the Second Notice as outlined below, :

4. Second Notice ~ Pier Administration Committee will sehd & second written nofice {o the owner. The notice will outline the
repeated specific violation and give a 15 day nolice to bring pier back into compliance and detail the fee that will be
assessed if pier is not brought back into compliance within the 15 day period. The Jetter will state a re-inspection to take
place after 15 days from the date of notice,

5. Third Notice ~ Pier Administration Commitiee will send a final written nofice to the owner. The notice will outline the
repeated violation, detail that the violation fine below shall now be assessed and shall include payment terms and
conditions, It will also state that we have repeatedly tried to work with the property owner to resolve the non-compliance
issue and that if we cannot resolve the issue in the next 30 days further action may be required including legal resolution.

Schedule of Fees
Fee Amount Description
Violation Fine Up to § 500,00 per | Fine amount shall be determined by the

month Comnittee and shall apply to all violations of
the Pler Administration Policy

Fine Structure for Late or Non-payment of Pler Fees

Pier Adminish‘aﬁoh Committee will detiver late notices 30, 60 and 90 days afier due date of pier fees with details of the late
charges outlined in the notice.

‘Schedule of Pees
Fee Amount Description
Late Charge $ 50.00 per month | Shall apply to pier assignments not paid within

30 days of due date and shall be charged for
consecutive month delinquent thereafier

SeAGE R o h




Epworth Rorest Shorellag

Revised 6.1743 )
Pler§ Pler Name, EF Address Comments
1 16 Tim & Dnrlene Lankensy 6579 North 15t Trall  Owns 9 fi of shoreline - pler exteads 7 & into fire lane RUCONFIRM 232y
. 1 Qoptashoreline  ° .
) WWW S e eI BN E DS 0BT 5133?35@5@.&1‘%
6FT OPEN SHORELINE _
3 .2 BuyLHery .. 6565Nortd 1at'Trall,  Owns 50 8 of ehoreling
SFTOPEN SHORELINE .
3 A 16 HPipwr | 8516 Exst Wesley Lane
10 FT OPEN SHORELINE
4 A 16 ShaneHenderson . 660! North ll& Tmﬂ
* . 6FT OPEN SHORELINE - N N . t s ' '

4 <24 Grobao & Lans Goomhr!dge 6555 North 1st trall --  Owns 50 ) of shorchine (advised to suppon 4b asslgnment) - e e ++ 4B potbelog let 1o by Goombridge| - .
4 FT OPEN SHORBLINE ’ '

SFT OPEN SHORELINE . _
5 24 Charles & Linda Detram 6545 North bst Trall ~ Owns 43 t of shoreline {advised to suppont 4b seslgnment)
4 FT OPEN SHORELINE '
[ 24 Stephen Smith 6539 Norﬂ: 20d Trall  Owns 35 R of shoreline
16 FT OPEN SHORELINE - SHORE CURVE
7 24 YoAvu Bensdum 6525 North 204 Trall  Owzs 40 fi of shoreline
_13 FT OPEN SHOREUNE

* A not bedng det & by Jubia Neff
10A not bidag bet 1 by Wear

2 24 Yulle Heft 6501 North 208 Frull  Ovwng 100 R of shoseling {sdvised to spport 9A asslgnment)
17 FT OPEN SHORELINE s
{1 24 Nanuetie Wear 6493 Nosth 20d Trall  Owns 43  of shorcline {advised to suppor10A axsignment)

1} FI' OPEN SHORELING
1 24 MercRoth 6483 North 2pd Trall  Owns 57 fi of shoreling
2 FT OPEN SHORELINE
12 A 36 Briaa MtGonagle 6584 North 2nd Teall
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE
128 16 Seon Bolmbaugh 6482 Norih 2ad Trail
3 FT OPEN SHORELIN!
HEYCR Sana: F@ﬁaﬂﬁ?&i‘ﬁ%"%‘ B*rﬁizndfrmu'%o R éﬁjﬁﬁ TV NN o AN s S et o)
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE
.. 12D 16 Georgs & Donva Hingdale 6638 North 204 Trall
) 3 FT OPEN SHORELINE
12 E 16 Abhent Boplooua 6608 North 204 Tral) Shenes with Amy Linduwsy
S.FI:QPEN SHORELINE | ek et . -
S O D e B | A D T T T S W BT e s
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE .
12 G 16 Mavin & Susfe Werd 6492 Nonh 2nd Trad)
$ FT OPEN SHORELIME .
12ZH 16 Jaron Clark 6594 North 2a4 Traf) NOT IN. NEBDS STEPS, (psylng / heave os s)
5 FT OPEN SHORELINE
13 2% Randolph Flew 8010 East Wade Lane  Owas 100 R of shoreline (NEW O\VNER)
" $FT OPEN SHORELINE
13 A 16 Comle Dragan 6472 North 2ad Trail MARKED AS *B*" ON PIER. ADYISED TO CHANQE,

H FTOPEN SROREL:%IE

FHoyENisHoTE hee .
16%@;7 T YT ¥ r) EAS mmgﬁm‘mgpgm YEA 150 168 nof belog 14l 10 by
2FT OPEN SHOR.EUNE . Prevue
e AR R R mmw:amm ﬁmmmm@m
§FT OPEN suomn»m _ ] .
T e S epsraa i immmmwmmmimﬁmm%mw
6 FT OPEN SHORFJ.JNE '
17 24 Ruth & Mnx Budl " BO21Esst WadeLane  Owns 40 fi of shoreline
10 FT OPEN SHORELINB R! GJRVE
- m % bk

NUSEARGATS SR L A D AV SO T SR R A AD FUS  NS EERe AnR
1 FT OPEN SHORELINE

19 24 Mishler Famlly Parinership " 8035 Betl Wade Lane  Owns 70 fiof shareline,
10 FT OPEN SHORELINE - SHORE CURVE

20 A 16 JoyBeny 8051 Bast WadeLene  Owas off shore lot
& FT OPEN SHORELINE
20 24 Jay Derry 8051 East Wade Lane

2FT O?EN SHORELINE - SHORE CURVE




Epworth Forest éhoreune

Revised 637,13 .
SFI' OPENSHOREIJNB N
Al el SERIAdE, m&m&mmmﬁﬁm “ e w
3 FT OPEN SBORELINE
3 24 Cort Dapget 8103 East Wade Lane  Owns 50 R of shoreline NOT IN YET, NEW OWNER
S\ AFT opm | SHORELINE T - -
72 S5 S RO M T R R AR RS “,.M
. 4FI‘OPENSBORELNE i N . N . .
4 24 Edie Seemald 8113 Eaxt WadeLane  Owns 37 B of shoreling
4T OPEN SHORELINB
N1 S HUEET S AADYRES TR
+FT OPEN SHORFLINE ,
25 20 Paul & Lels Yohason' " G123 Fast Wade Avesde Owns 20 ft of tharelind’ ” : ’ v ! ' '
- l?no?msﬂomm I’ .o or T, . .. s . . ‘e » . s e S e

24 24 Pdward & SusanoMentovanl 8139 Bast WadeLane  Owins 38 R of shoceling
20 FT OPEN SHORELINE - SHORE CURVE (APPROX JOFT AT END OF PIERS)

27 24 Robert Myas 8149 Fasl Wady Lane  Owng 53 8 of shoreline
6 FT OPEN SBORELINE !
28 24  Steve Kanney 8155 East Wade Lane  Owns 50 fi of shoreling
9 FT OPEN SHORELINE
29 A 16 Allea & Todd Handy 8170 Bast Wade Lane
6 FI' OPEN SHORBLINE
19 24 Norma Jean & Fred David 865 Eest Wade Lane  Owes 50 ft of shoreling
$ FT OPEN SHORELINE
B S ey B Bl G R 1 R o e B T S O R B SV R D G T R DR
5 FT OPEN SHORELINE
30 24 Wiilsm Xester 8365 East Wade Lone  Owns 30  of showeling
10 FT OPEN SHORELTNE _

R ENVERS ONIBEREALCEG AV O03 S 2R IR DB TSR Etiioo bay pat b Uigady uot

slewlng Horcher Lhelr setond
plerr
A AT
$ FT OPEN SHORELINE
32 A 16 Ron& Mary Brb 8186 Enst Wade Lane
6 FT OPEN SHORELINE
32 24 bir. John MeKenna 8207 East Wade Lane  Owns 29 i of shoveling
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE
33 A M6 Oewrge & Patsy Seont 8267 Rast Wesley Lane
4 FT OPEN SHORELINE -
K S R A D A T AR I “‘qi’m%mfﬁq*” CERA
10FT OPEN SHORELINE
M 24 Suchie Jobnson 8223 East Wade Lane  Ouwns 50 fi of thereline
4 FT OPEN SHORELINE
J 35 A 16 Geny & Fatricls Powell 8227 East Wesley Lans
4 FT OPEN SHORELINE ) Rogars nol allowlng 353 ~
35 24 Mike Nelson/Mlke Rogers 8131 East Wade Lane  Owns 50 f of shoreline Physally remives Mepler (oo
4 FT, OPEN SHORELINE ’

4 FT OPEN SHORELINE

R EL AT SO0 RION LY US NG A F DU B O AR i ne t
BW&MEWH v T RO S A ORS CRRADER Y
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE
37 24  Alan & Dians Kndo 0251 East Wade Lane  Owng 50 R of shoreling
2 ¥T OPEN SHORELINE
37 A 16 Ala& DisnaKsdo 8251 Bast Wads Lane
2 FT OPEN SHORELINE
37 C 16 Alwn & Disna Kado . 8251 Ensi Wade Lane
2 FT OPEN SHORELINE
38 2§ Alan & Disnp Kudo " 6281 East Wade Lane  Owns 30 Al of shoreline
2 FT QPEN SHORELINE
39 B 16 Randy & Mesy K, Johnsoo 8348 East Ashury Lane
2 FT OPEN SHORELINE
3 24 Mred B, Gard® - 8271 East WadeLane  Owns 50 R of shoreline
§ FT OPEN SHORELINE -
R G A B B e e o e SN B O TR G TR NSO CR ETS D
8 FT OPEN SHORELINE
40 24 Karen Nod 8283 Eagt Wade Lant  Owns 60 ﬁol‘sbmllne
11 FT ¢ OPEN SHOREL!NE
~ {37 Pald » Copp purehased heme (1] *
J Schisagenhant) a5 shenld ben
st TIA
43 A 16 Merc A Loshy - 828) Em\?ulcy Lm .
2 FT OPEN SHORBLINE
B R DR SR %@Wﬁmﬁmmﬁﬁm
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE
EE Wﬁfiﬁﬂmﬁﬁﬁwmm %‘ﬁwﬁﬁ‘

4 )'T OPEN SHOIN

\ 4FTOPENSHORE!.INE ]

9 Fl' OPEN ,SHORELINE




Epn'onﬁ Forest Shoreline
Revisrd 61713

; A ‘ Wvlﬁ 2% % il YSSEERS Roges In wrang place < should be
9PT(§PB§SHORELR~IE o 2 -b .. BE . B $94-oabeinglu,
46 24 Decsrur C/0 Beverly Dasselt 8337 East Wade Lane OwnsSO ﬂofdmr:lmo
3 F’I‘ OPB\J SHORBLINE
) e
8 FI‘ OPEN SHORELNE
47 ''24  SteveErwin 8343 Eagt Wade Lane Ov'a'u 50 R of shoreline
2 FT OPEN $HORELINE :
{7 B 24 Ted & Steve Dol 8355 East WadoLane  Owns 30/ (2 lots)
18 24 Ted & Steve Dol 8355 East Wade Lane  Owny S0A (2 Iots)
48 A 16 Bran'& Jennifer Yehno 8420 Exst Wesley Lane , - ,
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE
48§ B 16 AlmPrie 8416 Eart Wade Lane NEW OWNER,
$ FT OPEN SHORELINE
48 D 16 Oary & Keisty Ulerick 8458 Bast Weslsy Lane
& FT OPEN SHORELINE
48 C 16 Ben & Sharon Ansos 8385 Bast Ashury Laua
S FT OPEN
A AR STV =
FT OPENSHORELINE .
50 . 24 JoAumnBoyer 8393 Bast Wade Lane  Ownt 48 A of shoreline
8 FT OPEN SHOREBLINE
50 A 16 Max &Ruth Buell 8379 Easl Wesley Lane ' .
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE
B s e S TN T S AT T Lmvﬁmm@m
10 FT OPEN SHORELINE
51 24 Richard Dott 8431 East Wade Lane  Owns 50 A of shoreline
7 FT OPEN SHORELINE . SHORE CURVE
53 24 Kafhy & Jeff Miller - 8419 Enst Wade Lane  Owns 50 ) of shoreline
5 FT OPEN SHORBLINE
54 24 Robert Turner 8429 East Wade Lane  Owns 50 R of shoreting
2 FT.OPEN SHORELINE - SHORE CURVE
54 A 16 Weodell & Judith Clifon 8432 Baxt Wesley Lang NOT ROOM FOR BOTH. ONE MUST GO, (54 A or 55A)
0 FT OPEN SHORELINE - SHORE CURVE
5 24 Roy & Linda Chapmen 8439 East Wade Lane  Owns 50 A of shoreline
2 FT OPEN SHORELINE .
56 24 Robert & holly Stine 8447 Enst Wade Lane  Owns 50 f) of shoreline
R T B R D TS AR ORT S0 M
) 57 24 PN & Debhte Bogue 8457 East Wade Lang  Owms 50 R of shoreline
z F‘I‘ OPEN SHOREL!NE SHORE CURVE
S R 8 LE L VR OF AT OB SO R oL SR e e ADTUS R T O IR P AT RS
SFT DPEN SHORERLINE
$9 A 16 Lioyd & Shidey Small 8470 Enst Wesley Drive
5 A OPEN SHORELINE
£ 24 Jobw & Carplyn Shinn 6545 North 9ib Trall  Owns 75 R of shoseline (Purchased this year) NEW OWNER
10 FT QFEN SHORELINE .
60 A 16 Giila & Qearge Amold, 3. 6575 North 9th Tral|
4 FT OPEN SHORELINE
61 16 Robert Fenslermecher 6527 North 5tk Trall  Owns 6 ) of shoreling R
7FT OPEN SHORELINE
53 24 Kokomo Maln Street UMC . 8509 East Wade Lane  Owns 50 8 of shoreline
2 FT OPEN SHORELINE .
63 A 16 RlckERenberger 8519 Basi Westey Lane
8 FT OPEN SHORELINR
63 24  Hsrold & Paggy Smith 8517 Eest WadeKane  Owns 50 f of shereling
7 FT OPEN SHORELINE
8 A 16 Marping Schrader 8540 East Wesley Lune
COMMUNITY PIER
64 CP  Huatiogion Trinity 8585 East Wesley Lane  Owns 50 8 of shoreline
64 CP  Kokomo Grace 852) East Wade Lane  Owns 50 £ of shereling
Conference Shorellng -
|Begin Esgle Polnt
68 A 16 Jobn&Paudein Hayes 8692 Enst Wesky Lane  Temp assignmest. On Canferencs Property, LEAVE AS IS,
68 24 SusColendlne 8887 East Wesley Lane  Owns 28 & of thoreline
2 FT OPEN $HORELINE A
2 24 Lawrence Hond 8668 Eagt Wesley Lane  Owns 25 Al of shareline ) .
9 FT OPEN SHORELINE -
L] 24 Robert & Josnae Baur 8671 Enst Wesley Lang  Owns 50 & of sharelime / NOT IN
6 FT OPEN SHORELINE
70 A 16 Xaren Babreck 8219 East Wesley Lane  NOT IN
35 FT OPEN SHORELINE « NOT ACCESSIBLE ’
n 24 Yim & Sue Hoddrend 8679 East Wesly Lane  Owas SO & of shoreling (sdvited to support 71A assignment)
OPEN RELINE ' )
] 8 FT OPEN RELINE .
47 24 Richard Soudersan - 8691 Easl Wesley Lang  Owns 30 B of shoreline (advised to support 71A & T2A asslgns)y Blocking
‘I 6FroPENSHORRLINE :
Enweong spol ap 42A




Epworlh Forest Shorellne .
Revited 61703

: Jﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬁr Yﬂ“ﬁ%@iﬁ*w&“ﬁﬁ%méﬁﬁfmmf ST OWR O TR R ST

. 3FToR 0 ACCESS $ FOR ADDITIONAL PIERS EVEN AFTER ADJUSTMENT. .
m‘ mfm SRS TOSH DOV R ) :
£ FT OPEN SH ; '
75 32 JamesBennetf 8719 Enst Wesdey Lune  Ovwns $0 & of shovelins

12FT OPEN SHORH.!NE NOT ACCESSIBLE

nnomtsuom_ms NOT ACCESSIBLE oo
6 24 Jny Nolley 4729 Enst Wesloy Lane  Ovwng 50 § of thorsling
Fromesnomme NUI‘ACCBS[BLE

7 B 16 Jay Noliey
8 FT OPEN SHORELINE

9% 24 Jokm & Llvda Porler

- 4 FT OPEN SHOREL[NB

6 FT OPEN snommx

80 24 Shéron Myers . 8765 Eagl Wesley Lane  Owas 52 £ of pheseline
4 FT OPEN SHORELINE

81 24 Duve Traater 8773 Easi Westey Lane  Owns 52 i of shoretine Dlecidng
6FT OPE‘N SHORELINE -

" Dlogtdng

& 24 Nanel Smavaly §791 Eugl Wedey Lane  Ovms $1 f of shoreling
8 FT OFEN SHORELINE
2 ) o

3 FT GPEN SHORELINE

84 24 Jim & Ded bcRory 8801 Enst Wesley Lane  Owaos 89 £ of shareline - Sayz only 1 kot
14 FT OPEN SHORELINE ) .

4 FT OPBN SHORHANE

87 24 Robert Glass 8835 East Wesley Lane  Owns 40 i of shoreling
2 FT QPEN SHORELINE

a8 4 Ed Ksoney . 884Y Eayi Wesley Lane Owns 40 Al of shoreline
9 FT OPEN SHORELINE

9 24 Lerry Horper 8847 East Wetley Lane  Owns 40 R of shoreline
FT OPEN §

3FT OPEN SHORELINE

98 24 Chuck & Peggy Cole 887 East Wesley Lane  Owns 40 8 of thorsline
J FT OPEN SHORELINE

[B5]

JFT OPEN SHOREJNE . )

91'C 16 Katla Gamo §220 Ezst Wesloy Lane Nt la but paying
. 7FT GPEN SHORELINE

91 A 16 Keith & Sandra Miager 8770 East Weskey Lane  NOTIN .

4 FT OPEN SHORELINE X
91 B 16 Jpset Holloway £250 Bast Wesley Lane )

5 FT OFEN SHORFLINB . ____ e —

T T R vﬁw AR

H FI‘OPEN SHORELINE
U
{5 & @M&%@ﬂmumﬁ%%
§ FJ’OPEN SHORELINE
92 24 it & Phil Hasisk (NI Trus) 6493 Eul Wesley Laog Bnm Point - 230 #t
TIP OF }:AGLE POINT-NOT EASTLY ACCESSIBLE

1 FT OPEN SHORELINE
92 A 16 Todd & Xrisis Vanustia §900 East Wesley'Lant
9 FT OPEN SHORELINE

3 ”f%}%'%%ﬁ%mﬁﬁmwmmmm}wmmmmﬁmm
6 FT OPEN SHORELINE

R TS TS T R O e e SENU TR R e s '

16 FT OPEN SHORELINE




Epworth Forest Sharellpe
Revised 61713

@*ﬁ{iﬁgﬁ?mm;%smmmmmm%mmﬁ TG
' mw%mwﬁ*mmms P R

2 FT OPEN SHOREL!NB :

2 FT OPEN SHORELINE

2FT OPEN SH
R ngémmmmwmw@@ﬁ%m AR mm@mﬂm

23

-7 FT OPEN SHORELINR

BT YI0I T %MM&% i

3 FI OPEN SHORELINE

S A S ST N A SR

8 FT OPEN SHORELINE ’
XXXX NOT ACCESSIBLY, AND TOO SHALLOW
164 FT FROM TREE TO CURVR May not be accessible due to nature of property
97 FT FROM CURVE TOPIER. Mav not bo accessible due to nahre of propety

bz 24 June Fribley Trust 8796 East Suranna Lane Entlre Poln(

. APPROX, 180 FT OPEN SHORBLINE - NOT ACESSIILE .COVERED WITH LILUES

o5 24 MrWesley Duke Sapp 8780 Enst Susanna Lane Owns 100  of ehoreling
16 FT OPEN SRORELINE

96 24 Deb & Randy Brown 8768 Eayt Susanna Lane Owas 50 # of ehoreling
4 FT OPEN SHORFLUINE

96 A 16 Deb & Randy Brown ' 8239 Bast Wesley Lane
18 FT OPEN SHORELINE - SHORE CURVE

97 24 Steven & Yada Copuer 8763 Eqst Susanns Lane Gwas $0 £ of shoreline
2 FT OPEN SHORELINE

97 A 16 Dan & Carolyn DeWint 6352 Narth 1 1th Tred
4 FT OPEN SHORELINE :

98 24 Charles & Rhnes Liviopston 8748 Easy Susanns LaniOwas 50 £t of shoreline
2FT OPEN SHORELINE

99 24 Lavry Price 8736 East Susanna Lane Owns 50 & of sharedine
2 FT OPEN §HORELINE

99 A 16 Robert W. Haynes 6365 North Hth Trall  NOT IN
}6 FT OPEN SHORELINE

93 24 Rick Overman £730 East Susanua Lane Owas 50 # of shoreline
14 FT OPEN SHORELINE

101 A 16 Musis Tayloe
7FT OPEN SHORBLINE .

101 24 Carek Wilson 8720 Enst Susanna Lene Owns $0 6 of shoreline
10 FT OPEN SHORELINE

102 24  Moark & Beverly Whealy 8710 Epst Suaanna Lane Owns 50 8 of shoreline
$ FT OPEN SHORELINE .

103 A 16 Steven &Vickie Yohoe
12 FT OPEN SHORELINE

1038 24 Davld & Joann Speer 8700 East Sussnnn Lane Owas 50 f of thoreling
3 FT OPEN SHORELINE

104 24 John & Japet Qibora 8692 East Susanna Lant Owas 50 8 of sheseline
7FT OPEN SHORELINE :

{1 24 Joeite & Jack Rigein 8680 East Susanna Lan¢ Owas 59 B of shoreline

Cc}s!mnce property / insccessible
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STATE OF INDIANA ) IN THE KOSCIUSKO CIRCUIT COURT
) SS:
COUNTY OF KOSCIUSKO ) WARSAW, INDIANA

DOROTHY V. BARNES, CAUSE NO. 43C01-9109-CP-00732

Plaintift,
Honorable Michael Reed

Vs,

)

)

)

)

;
NORTH INDIANA ANNUAL )
CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED )
METHODIST CHURCH, )
FRED AND JOYCE PHANEUF, and )
NUMEROUS INTERVENING )
DEFENDANTS, )
)

)

CLERK KOSCIUSKO CIR IT COURT

Defendants,

PETITION TO THE COURT

TheEFAC Board of Directors have met and:have:been.unable to:reach unanimous consent in
appomtmo the 3"' Dlrectm "The- Dneclors also‘requestfclanﬁcanon onitwo i§sues in the- orders

Pursuant to the Apnl 13, 2014 Aoreed Oldel Gmntmg Rellemesuant to T R.60 Through
Modified Judgment (ludoment) Paragraph 14 (c) (iii) which states:

ii. I director whose initial appointment is to be made by this Court and thereafter
will be made by unanimous consent of the 4 elected Directors and if unanimous
vote of the Directors cannot be reached then by appointment by the Kosciusko
Circuit Court on petition of any lot owner in Epworth Forest.

As the President of the EFAC Board of Directors and as a lot owner in Epworth Forest, 1 petition
the court to appoint the 5" director,

Two candidates were interviewed from August to December. Lt. John Sullivan, retired Indiana
Conservation Officer with 35 years experience in DNR was interviewed three times from August
to December, (Phone: 574-551-9729). Lindsey Grossnickle, Attorney with Blooni Gates &
Whiteleather,with experience. as_a mediator was dntervigwedrin: Decembex (Phone 260-248~:
8900),;Neither candidate’ achleved'unammous vote ofithe Pirectors.” P L

Page | 1




s/

The initial agreed criteria for the 5™ Director were:

- Not aresident of Lake Webster or North Webster
- Residence not on a lake

- Knowledge of DNRregulations
- Individual having no direct relationship with any Director

The Dircctors also request clarification on two issues in the Judgment.

1) Liability Insurance:

Paragraph 14 (k) in the Judgment and Section 6 (f) in the Bylaws address Liability insurance.

k) Every owner that seeks a pier must show proof to the EFAC of adequate liability
insurance in such reasonable amounts as determined by the EFAC.

] To verify cach Off-shore owner who requests a pier has adequate liability
insurance in such reasonable amounts as determined in the sole discretion of the
Board of Directors.

Question: Does this require or allow the Board to also require a release of liability from the Off-

shore owner to:
- protect the EFAC on the use of the Easement and the Community Pier
- protect the On-shore property owners on the use of their property to access the Off-

shore pier

2) Picr Assignments:

In the January 21, 2014 Order, in the section “The Cowrt FURTHER FINDS and ORDERS as
follows:”, Paragraph 7 (c) states:

c) Requests for pier sites and/or pier slips should be assigned in the order they are
received by the Conference. If it is impossible to fulfill all requests, a waiting list
shall be maintained. Any requests which are received at the same time, and which
cannot all be fulfilled, should be resolved by a lottery.

This appears to conflict with the 4/15/2011 Epworth Forest Pier Administration Policy which
was included in the January 21, 2014 Order as Exhibit C. Paragraph 9 of the Administration

Policy states:

Pier Transfers: In the event of a change of ownership of a property with assigned pier
access, the new owner shall apply to the Committee for a transfer of the pier assignment
utilizing the “APPLICATION/CHANGE FOR PIER ASSIGNMENT: form. Pier
assignments are not deeded with the property nor are all non-lakefront property owners
guaranteed a pier assignment, However, it is the intent to retain the original assignments
where possible as long as such assignments are in compliance with current guidelines. As
it is the understanding that lakefront property pier transfers shall be considered automatic,
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lakefront owners are reminded to submit updated contact information as a lakefront
property changes.

Question: Does the pier assignment of the Off-shore property continue with the Off-shore
property or does the new owner of the Off-shore property go to the bottom of the pier request
list? Is the policy different if the Off-shore property is inherited or transferred to a close family
member of the Off-shore owner?

Arguments for the assignment staying with the property are property value of current Off-shore
owner, inherited property, and past method.

Arguments for going to the bottom of the list are that all lake shore pier assignments are full
therefore someone on the assignment waiting list could never get an assignment, property values
aof Off-shore with no assignment, and violation of the intent of Paragraph 7 (c).

Richard Presser
President, EFAC
3710 Coventry Lane
Fort Wayne, IN 46304
Phone 260-402-5077
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