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FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASOMNS

Town of Zionsville
1100 West Oak Street
Zionsville, IN 46077

TRANSMITTAL

Town of Zionsville Advisory Plan Commission

Wayne DelLong - Director of Planning and Economic Development
Materials for consideration for the August 17, 2020 Meeting of

the Plan Commission.

Enclosed for your information and review are the following:

Plan Commission Meeting Agenda

Planning Department July 2020 Monthly Report

July 20, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting Minutes

Docket # 2020-25-DP Overley Wormen Park request to continue

Docket # 2020-10-Z Windhaven - Remonstrance Letter(s)

Docket # 2020-24-Z Russell Oaks Remonstrance Letter(s)

Petition Applications, Requests, and Information for Review and Consideration

January 21, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting Memo (Minutes) and April 20, 2020 Plan

Commission Meeting minutes are forthcoming.



KEY

ZIONSVILLE

THE MEETING OF THE ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION IS SCHEDULED
AUGUST 17, 2020 AT 7:00PM

The August 17, 2020 Plan Commission meeting will be held in person at:

BOONE COUNTY 4-H FAIRGROUNDS
Farm Bureau Community Building
ADDRESS: 1300 E 100 S. LEBANON, IN 46052

Face Covering are required & Social Distancing will be practiced
Limited seating is available

Pledge of Allegiance

Il. Attendance
I11. Approval of the January 21, 2020 Meeting Memo, April 20, 2020 and Junel5, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting
Minutes
IV. Continuance Requests
Petition . Address
Estimated Start Docket Project of Item to be Considered
. Number Name .
Time: Project
Block
2020-25- Overley P3 Petition for Development Plan approval to allow for the
7:10pm DP Worman | Overley | construction of a 47 +/- recreation park named Overley Worman
Park Worman | Park
Park
V. Continued Business
Petition .
Estimated Docket Project Addr(_ess of Item to be Considered
L Number Name Project
Start Time:
Petitioner requested continuance from April 20, 2020, June
15, 2020, and July 20, 2020 Plan Commission meetings
8175 & Plan Commission continued the project from May 18, 2020
7:15pm 2020-10-Z | Windhaven | 8775 W. to June 15, 2020
Oak Street
Petition for Zone Map change to rezone 24.283+/- acres from
the Rural (R1) Residential Zoning District to the (PUD)
Planned Unit Development Zoning District




V1. New Business

Docket Project | Address of

Number Name Project Item to be Considered

8901 and Petition for Zone Map Change to rezone 31.671 +/- acres from

8:15pm 2020-24-Z R(‘)’;fg” 9085 E. the Rural (R1) Residential Zoning District to a Rural (R2)
Oak Street | Residential Zoning District
Holliday
. Farms | 3900 S. Petition for Primary Plat with waivers approval to provide for 34
8:45pm 2020-26-PP | gottion | U.S. 421 Lots in the (PUD) Planned Unit Development
3
Holliday

Farms. | 3900'S Petition for Development Plan approval to provide for the
8:45pm 2020-27-DP . ' development of a 29.252 acre site into 34 lots in the (PUD)
Section | U.S. 421 . . -
Planned Unit Development Zoning District

3
VII: Other Matters to be considered
Docket Name Addrt_ass of Item to be Considered
Number Project

None at this time

Please note that a quorum of the Zionsville Town Council may be in attendance at the meeting.

As part of facilitating Social Distancing, attendees of the Plan Commission meeting are welcome to use the “Question &
Answer” feature available at the below link during the meeting to ask questions and provide comments. Town Staff will
monitor the “Question & Answer” feature and responses will be provided during the meeting.

Link: https://usO2web.zoom.us/j/89592945465

If you need technical assistance in using the “Question & Answer” feature during the meeting, please
contact: Roger Kilmer, rkilmer@zionsville-in.gov, or 317-690-6539.

Respectfully Submitted:
Wayne DeLong, AICP, CPM
Director of Planning and Economic Development

<= MORE SPACE =»
LESSvFACE

Please keep 6 feet
of distance and wear
your face mask.
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August 13, 2020
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Town Of Zionsville

!JJ—)) Planning and Economic Development Combined Permit Activity
b e diAAs July 2020
Total permits issued for the month of July: 154
Permit Activity Breakdown Printed 2020/08/07 11:14 AM
Commercial Permits July 2020 July 2019 YTD 2020 YTD 2019 YTD Diff
New 1 1 7 5 2
Interior Remodel 2 2 16 38 -22
Addition 0 0 2 2 0
Sign 5 1 17 31 -14
Electric 6 1 20 6 14
Other 3 6 16 30 -14
Sewer 1 0 1 2 -1
Commercial Totals 18 11 79 114 -35
Residential Permits
Single Family 47 22 167 128 39
Addition 17 12 84 76 8
Remodel 7 8 63 64 -1
Electric 6 4 31 26
Pool/Spa 12 4 35 31 4
Demolition 0 3 8 14 -6
Other 42 27 160 144 16
Sewer/Repairs 5 3 10 17 -7
Residential Totals 136 83 558 500 58
Combined 154 94 637 614 23
Totals
Building/Site Inspections: 495 Number Of Inspections: 775

Certificates Of Occupancy Issued: 77

Easement Encroachments Authorized: 2 Denied: 1

Zoning Code Enforcement Activity

Number of New Zoning Code Investigations: 12

Number of violations that resulted in a violation and/or stop work order: 8

Number of Investigations closed this month: 9

Total number of zoning code violations to date: 25




Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS July 2020
Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 1 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code

Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction
2:220- July 1 $25,000 $449 $0 $0 $0 Pools of Fun |Craig Anderson| Res Add Pool Hampshire 108 KETA:FSESI%NG 46077
B [0 [ e [ e [ s | s | e || e | Reemean [ rene T e |
12?2020- July 1 $100,000 $455 $0 $0 $0 Pl\gz?asr:idngzrtiso ég{fhrz?/ini Res Add Pool | Willow Ridge 53 4OV7\/60VOVIIDLD 46077
fggzo' July 1 $200,000 $1,350 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New Hampshire 195 02I1<7L?EY 46077
282820' July 1 $200,000 $1,356 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New Hampshire 188 of;z)?ao 46077
25820- July 1 $0 $90 $0 $0 $0 D\(/evsilig\r/]v:oltrj]c Tod Kogan | Comm Electric 8 1880T§éllé\llN 46077
251020- July 1 $6,200 $100 $0 $0 $0 ggigﬁg?e Ross Bolin Res Other Hampshire 288 821CZOITJER(§I_GY 46077
B |y |0 | eesn | s | s | s | s | QeTen | e T Restew TSR AT] 06 oE oloE ] e
Z{ggzo- July 1 $946,624 $1,348 $4,025 $1,221 $1000 |C ﬁofngsufrfgm B?:Zefn:r\: @ Res New T';%Ebgiy D5 SJSZLO}'Q‘BE 46077
25220' July 1 $200,000 $1,350 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New Hampshire 190 ofr%%ao 46077
Eggzo- July 1 $73,000 $490 $0 $0 $0 Pools of Fun Darir&ﬂirﬁ:gela Res Add Pool Blackstone 26 |NDE7|§|€E>I?:IDEI‘ Cé6077
292;)20- July 1 $8,000 $75 $0 $0 $0 Jeff Wraley Jeff Wraley Res Reroof P18|23?_X\|/? 46077
o July 1 $750,000 $1,492 $4,025 $1,221 $1,000 Véiﬁg;"fgg Vinoe & Kara | ResNew | THECLUBATI D7 | 3733 OLDE | 46077
B R I I R R N e el Bl S B I
gggzo- July 1 $853,340 $1,477 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 | p e(z'ignT g"rv(;‘up A”thgﬂﬁn’?aw” Res New T';%EI'_‘IB%‘T D34 SJSELOF'{'BE 46077
;g;JZOZO- July 2 $19,500 $75 $0 $0 $0 Morales Roofing| Henry Tran Res Reroof Brookhaven 37 ABlgllgAglRN 46077




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS July 2020
Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 2 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code

Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction
L5J§§)20- July 2 $1.200,000 $3.404 $0 $0 $0 Lennar Lennar Comm New Maér;ct:ra\'zsster zll-:sz;_ YOR?(SSSHlRE 46077
o July 2 $200,000 $648 $4,025 $977 $1,009 Lennar Lennar ResNew | Manchester | 70T | oo | 46077
o2 July 2 $200,000 $628 $4,025 $977 $1,009 Lennar Lennar ResNew | Manchester | 702 | cwarire| 46077
gggzo- July 2 $200,000 $640 $4,025 $977 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New MaE”S‘;';‘fjster 703 YOR?(?HIRE 46077
gggzo- July 2 $200,000 $631 $4,025 $977 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New M"’I‘E”S?Qte:ster 704 YOR9K484HIRE 46077
gozgzo- July 2 $200,000 $628 $4,025 $977 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New M%”S?a"fesster 705 YOR9K388HIRE 46077
gggzo- July 2 $200,000 $654 $4,025 $977 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New M%r;?;‘fesster 706 YOR?(384HIRE 46077
o July 2 $200,000 $1,350 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Lennar Lennar ResNew | Hampshire 1189 | 813 | 46077
ho | oy |2 $1,944 $100 $0 0 50 | constutions | Romneese | oo M| 2 M AT | 4077
&13513[1J2020- July 2 $14,000 $75 $0 $0 $0 Eggng::,nli:‘yc- Jie Shen Res Reroof Brookhaven 80 1|1_|2|é&|3_|E 46077
;?22020' July 2 $165,000 $951 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 | p eve’]‘f;; ent | D evgﬁg:n ent Res New Cc’z‘fgtxs\:ﬁl?f 57 1748Dﬁ¥2ress' 46077
;J12?())20- July 2 $200,000 $1,356 $4.025 $1,221 $1.009 Lennar Lennar Res New Hampshire 193 oiﬁl?zv 46077
212220' July 2 $200,000 $1,350 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New Hampshire 194 Of\ﬁoLSEY 46077
oo July 2 $200,000 $1,350 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Lennar Lennar ResNew | Hampshire 1209 | 4950 | 46077
;J12é)20- July 2 $50,000 $282 $0 $0 $0 %gfsrzleer: %gfsrzleer: Res Add Schick's Add 24,25 QgSTgEIT;?E 46077
g12;)20- July 6 $78,000 $100 $0 $0 $0 Earth ICnrs-ations, Craig Anderson Res Other Hampshire 108 KETA:I'SIS}QING 46077
gfé)zo- July 6 $268,400 $3,314 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Bﬁ]"’(‘jzi:; :E’E‘:S Bﬁ]"’(‘jzi:; :E’E‘:S Res New Hampshire 301 8145C§L‘f‘t'd°” 46077
;J12§20- July 6 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 BRS Field Ops | Steven Larsen | Res Electric Village Walk 106 WAT1E5|2|§OR|: 46077




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS July 2020
Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 3 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code

Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction
;g(L)JZOZO- July 6 $200.000 $1.309 $4.025 $1,221 $1.009 Lennar Lennar Res New Vonterra 82 DJ%?ESLSLA 46077
;J2210 2 July 6 $350 $0 $0 $0 $0 theggrragn H%?(;Ji;hggﬂE:?C comm Sion Ha\Z/?hErne 46077
5R223 o July 6 $22,000 $75 $0 $0 $0 Eft‘é?.frl Ci?ungrglNM ResReroof. | Stonegate 1 STO?\12E1§ATE 46077
?22??20- July 6 $18,000 $75 $0 $0 $0 ICE:)?tg:ifrr; NI?_'}-IOCI)_téSGJ &| Res Reroof Stonegate 22 6;_?%#%\’118 46077
pore July 6 $21,000 $75 $0 $0 $0 gochran | RO & & | Res Reroo! 2055 2US | 46077
;ggZOZO- July 6 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Lennar Lennar Res New Vonterra 81 DJ%?ESJLA 46077
;SLGJZOZO- July 6 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Lennar Lennar Res New Vonterra 87 DJ%?LBLA 46077
R2020- July 7 $700,000 $1,366 $0 $1,221 s1,009 |S'9ma Bulders,|  Stephen & Res New 782 390 | 46077
&LSJ22{(3)20- July 7 $479,000 $1.328 $7.585 $1.221 $1.009 Pulte Homes | Pulte Homes Res New ASHBURN 11 525DZRII§/OESE 46077
?22820- July 8 $11,000 $100 $0 $0 $0 Project Melton .'J?irgzsci Res Other Stonegate 267 BEE?(?\;AN 46077
gazgzo- July 8 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Morales Roofing ’S\ltsgaa[;\éilg Res Reroof Village Walk 64 GRA1Y6S1'|]ONE 46077
;J;OZO- July 8 $0 $25 $0 $0 $0 Roto Rooter |Joyce A Brandt| Res Sewer le:)igtgjtson 64 SU|_1|_0|\7/1\NS 46077
2232020- July 8 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 U;(i)\(/ﬁirnsgl Gret-[:ziﬁ 8[\‘lo|te Res Reroof Brookhaven 141 27%%\7&% 46077
Eszg 2 July 9 $10,800 $75 $0 $0 $0 Ué‘éﬁifg | Va-lr-\izfafras?:ale ResReroof | RoyalRun = CAN('5I'2E7R38URY 46077
&LSJ;?ZO- July 9 $500,000 $1.385 $37.825 $0 $0 Alt Construction VS”(_)LUAEHE Comm Remodel _II_-::[SL ZIO}\IOS?\1/I5LLE 46077
g:gé)ZO- July 9 $121,000 $773 $0 $0 $4,707 CaHr(;i;getsn HARRIS FLP |Comm Remodel SCQSSLOf 67S5T§I2/Ié’-}llN 46077
?5220- July 10 $0 $75 $0 $0 $0 Mge%?rli(sr William Myers | Res Electric 325E(3A§'?00 46052
gggzo- July 10 $348,000 $1,285 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Bﬁ%zi:;:ﬁmfs Bﬁ%zi:;:ﬁmfs Res New Hampshire 313 Sosociﬂft'd"” 46077




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS July 2020
Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 4 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code

Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction
gggzo- July 10 $274,000 $1,097 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Bﬁ%zi:;g'ﬁfss Bﬁ%zi:;g'ﬁfss Res New Hampshire 300 81350332"’0” 46077
gggzo- July 13 $7,000 $100 $0 $0 $0 l\éa:jzi;riﬁ;h TerrLit\é\(l_)r;itney Res Add Deck | The Sanctuary 42 A\1/ :E &|3:§3gN 46077
giozo- July 13 $271,400 $1,050 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Bﬁ]adzi:; :ETF?S Bﬁ]adzi:; :ETF?S Res New Hampshire 302 81900533'“” 46077
N ERERERENE AR TN R
513 July 4 $28,000 $410 $0 %0 %0 Constronton | - Gomia | R O™ | P LeaTHERsTMSOTT
L5in)20- July 14 $12,000 $227 $0 $0 $0 Scott Dell Scott %:Iel;nnifer Res Other Coll)_tziztsone 140 ng:l?FglFT 46077
gjgzo- July 14 $10,700 $75 $0 $0 $0 Roblggtosﬁtr%/ens Michelle Hacker| Res Reroof Village Walk 111 WAT1E5§|EOR[ 46077
T | e | soom | s | saom | s | siom | S | e, | T | o | O [owsbon| 07
gj;)ZO- July 14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 th;itz;r:ton Libuse Pressner| Res Add Deck | Village Walk 69 WATé5R5I=ORE 46077
gjé)zo- July 14 $200,000 $1,128 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Lennar Lennar Res New Hampshire 201 FSF?EQSES 46077
25820- July 14 $7.330 $75 $0 $0 $0 Bé)g;—ilr?;y William Agner Res Reroof 614E?A§'|§00 46077
L5JSZ(§)20- July 15 $7.890 $100 $0 $0 $0 Ind)c/:cl?r?grc;rtztive Fran\l;vé;&/eirrginia Res Other Spring Knoll 22 SHESLQBSL}RNE 46077
g52§)20- July 15 $258,000 $1,078 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Bﬁ]adzi:; :ETF?S Bﬁ]adzi:; :ETF?S Res New Hampshire 3t 80800533'“” 46077
tL_)JSZA?ZO- July 15 $130,000 $465 $0 $0 $0 Mikek/é(;igee & MicQ:ngdF’solly Res Add Pool OLDFIELD 27 WEL?_T[?jSGTom 46077
;JSZQZO- July 15 $75,000 $518 $0 $0 $0 Pools of Fun Bgzlndgwsotsﬁy Res Add Pool Thornhill 9 BEI?I?I'OLEY 46077




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS July 2020
Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 5 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code

Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction
22| | as | smosoo [ sses [ seors | sizer | stoos [ e [ Neer T Resten fCoumamear| s st ot o
L5JsZ§)2O- July 15 $116,950 $515 $0 $0 $0 Blugol-cl):l:lsven Jofér;'iecr%ail Res Add Pool | Clifden Pond 26 V\1/2\|_S|:r|(_)p’:lNEE 46077
;ggZOZO- July 15 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Langrs]cg:]:rl)ing Aditi Amin Res Other |HIDDEN PINES| 102 CO?)SIZFOER 46077
gSZgZO- July 16 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 5 Star Ryan Kunkel Res Other North Hills 7 587CBOIEJC}:?I§FER 46077
gggzo- July 16 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Icz:;)tg:i?rg Brucolazgsg{nthia Res Reroof Thornhill 51 62\/(\)/:&}/|_E|R 46077
gg? 2 July 16 $16,000 $75 %0 $0 $0 Drﬁgnrirﬁg;e Ma‘tjtﬁse?/\ilcgg'ton ResReroof | RockBridge 136 HEA?I,RSTZI-?STO\IE%O??
?62320- July 16 $450.000 $1.459 $0 $1.221 $1,009 Timothy Ball Timothy Ball Res New 325:528111 00 46077
LSJGZ:?2O- July 16 $0 $25 $0 $0 $0 Hope Plumbing Aiingsrc?n Res Sewer | Smith Meadow 8 s;‘é‘:ﬁe 46077
vt July 17 $500,000 $1,581 $0 $1,221 s1,009 | Mark Christian |Mark & Lindsay) - Res New pERosS! & e onhy 46077
gggzo- July 17 $575,000 $622 $4,025 $1,954 $726 BuBilzgrrZﬁ'; . BHL'iaﬁ;iOF ResNew | Hoosier Village | 66 18ii§ E:'f’ée 46077
gggzo- July 17 $1,100,000 $869 $8,025 $1,954 $726 Bu%zgrrzcl'; . BHL'iﬁﬁgiOr ReFSa';'n?I‘;," 2 | Hoosier Village | 67, 68 1012%%23 asél o| 46077
gggzo- July 17 $1,000,000 $869 $8,025 $1,954 $726 BUE:I‘Z‘;';‘;CI‘; . BHL'iﬁﬁgim Rera';'ﬁl‘;" 2 | Hoosier Village | - 64,65 13%2?3; o| 46077
?62320- July 20 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Galbraith Pools | Amber Williams Rel;sefri:iitSh Sycamore Bend 44 NUT?—|4A1TCH 46077
362820- July 20 $75,000 $480 $0 $0 $0 Perma Pools Robethocgg(eSr:ndra Res Add Pool Oak Ridge 109 10§I7I(35C§)£K 46077
&LSJ72(())20- July 20 $365,000 $745 $0 $0 $0 EnStgrapf:?Sres ShaFv;rllj:;eCiara Res Remodel Laugh::nérFours, 46, 47 33‘?’|'\?E5E1:|'H 46077
g721020- July 20 $110,000 $523 $0 $0 $0 MilMar Buildings| gﬂtz(;)?wzll\i Res Add CRENSHAW 1,2 45?5(;2_?75 46077
?725)20- July 20 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 West Electric Z-Ii-gr\?g:/icl)lta Comm Electric 629§|gg(E)NE 46077
;J72?())20- July 20 $5.500 $100 $0 $0 $0 Jeffrey Reasner|Jeffrey Reasner| Res Add Deck 7585T\CF\QIEFI’EI$IE 46077




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS July 2020
Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 6 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code

Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction
?72220- July 20 $75,000 $439 $0 $0 $0 g;t;}r;! BriaHr:”irl'Z?ya Res Add Pool | Huddersfield 10 HUD?:JSILSFIE L[§6077
20| sy |20 | swoooo | soss | seors | sz | osnoos |t | oo el | Reshew | Comaeot [ 50 iz Gvesd ggory
;_I)?ELSJZOZO- July 20 $35,000 $460 $0 $0 $0 CMH Builders Valelzir?oﬁifcott Res Remodel |HIDDEN PINES 79 COC’>N7|6F9ER 46077
g72;)20- July 20 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 CeSEdeSet::et Dan Porzel Res Remodel |Coventry Ridge 50 BRE?\IST?ILOO[D 46077
578 July 20 $0 %0 %0 $0 %0 Profeclifigsc LLC Profeclifigsc Lo | TR CLUB ROAD| 46077
;J72§20- July 20 $0 $25 $0 $0 $0 Roto Rooter 5 RCgPPER;%IEEES Comm Sewer Cross;z jiizcond 3 Gg_l[\lRl\élélTN 46077
G Ly [ o [ [ w0 |0 |8 |0 oot seetio | | g |t P o
G ay [ o s | s | s | s | so | Fahgene [Megrsgee] ResRemed || 5 ol s
;Jgé)ZO- July 21 $521,000 $1.328 $7.585 $1.221 $1.009 Pulte Homes | Pulte Homes Res New ASHBURN 7 518D??||:i/OESE 46077
?g??ZO- July 21 $7.000 $75 $0 $0 $0 Project Melton Todeui(s'(l;irgesa Res Reroof Royal Run 298 BER6K7§|?||RE 46077
54 July 21 $0 %0 %0 $0 50 |Gonsrantion Inc MaT;:;TSeid Resomer 1 Coes | 1" besmiepore®07?
2222020- July 21 $13,000 $75 $0 $0 $0 E(‘;Jtc;r:g::nll:])é Czs(l'jlfes,a& Res Reroof Brookhaven 110 27233RE)\|_/|IIEGH 46077
;gLGJZOZO- July 21 $17.000 $75 $0 $0 $0 Eit%?c?:lsjnll:]):; Dsocnhi‘ltﬁgit;y Res Reroof The Willows 241 G1O1L5[()J|‘51N 46077
;J:;DO- July 21 $0 $90 $0 $0 $0 B & D Lighting Lennar Comm Electric MaEnS(t:;\teesSter 1201 WAK3E1|S>IELD 46077
;Jgé)ZO- July 21 $0 $90 $0 $0 $0 B & D Lighting Lennar Comm Electric MTEr;ct:;\te;sster C(,)Al\lgll\EAEN 957 I;J;l;shire 46077
gggZO- July 21 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Stir:‘éc;:;r;iesh Darci Ackerman| Res Other Rock Bridge 63 STO?\I?IIISGTO ! 46077
S T | m | s | s | s | s | so | Newmen | Teckbar JConm Beic  TECLEATISOWON T B2 | asor
?921020- July 21 $7.200 $410 $0 $0 $0 Dennis White Pal?rzec?;\i\?vﬁite Res Add 169I(E)ASS]I_1OO 46077




ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

July

2020

Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 7 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code
Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction

L5J§§)20- July 21 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Harold Hill Igrl*gﬁae:gy R?e';i:iitSh North Hills 6 SB%glaCéliER 46077
gaggzo- July 22 $906,788 $1,311 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 | p e(z'ignT %"rvgup JO”Kiégizga” Res New T';%Ebgiy c2 o AS?,\Z,I%OR 46077
592220- July 22 $890,640 $1,361 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 | p e(z'ignT g"rv(;‘up CeliaLazaro | Res New T';%EI'_‘IB%‘T ©20 o AQfﬁéOR 46077
5}392?20- July 22 $650,000 $1,530 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 Véﬁﬁgﬁ]‘g"gg Tfl:fgr?(;i’)lf;]t Res New T';%EI'_‘ILS'Z\?T s 5 A;;ﬁgOR 46077
T L [ o | » | o | w | w | w | omen | Zew | 0 | Tmm | [rosmer]
Ra920- July 23 $598,000 $1454 | $4025 | $1.221 s1,009 [VIyams Custom Stagi‘;‘g‘e?a” ResNew | THECLIEATL 7 |oamiieor| 46077
6Rg(())ZO- July 23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 P\Jaiigggglisc Daéiltjj”i(/aLr?ah Res Add Deck | Timberwolf 19 TL?NsAEf)‘I‘?A 46077
gg?ZO- July 23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 l\éalez”zriitgh J?B?’Eﬁrﬁgtitta Res Add Colony Woods 103 12COOL5}§'II?S 46077
238[;2020- July 23 $21,104 $75 $0 $0 $0 Bsggf—ilggry Thol\rxsssilgindi Res Reroof The Willows 18 WIEZDTIFE 46077
2102?())20- July 23 $0 $25 $0 $0 $0 Seriotilc):/ 24-7 | Mary Rachles Res Sewer Dyes 11 W1|EE(§W 46077
55220- July 23 $9,000 $75 $0 $0 $0 Rojas Roofing Laurgr;:;]iﬁmes Res Reroof Royal Run 263 LEX%??I’ON 46077
T L [ | o | o | e | @ | w0 | o | S | e [osmremsfs ol wios oo
G T | m | s | w | s | w | s | S| St | Res Ao CostRnFems/ s mes RS | o
gggzo- July 24 $15,000 $113 $0 $0 $0 A'Sign'By'DeSig1Zi°'|1fa"rit':]eerosMS Comm Sign M1i fﬁzgn 46077
gggzo- July 24 $15,000 $282 $0 $0 $0 A'Sign'By'DGSig’Ziogzvrit':]eegw's Comm Sign M1i fﬁggn 46077
gOZSZO- July 24 $10,500 $75 $0 $0 $0 E(‘;Jtc;r:g::nll:])é Jay Gibson Res Reroof | Colony Woods 173 MA)g(\Ej\(/)ELL 46077




Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS July 2020
Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 8 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code

Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction
o920 July 27 $313,000 $1,243 $0 $1,221 so [[KConstuctorst T eirs‘?e”ghi‘rp Res New rast soutn | 46052
Sy | | s | w | s | ow | s | Sl | e | reererean | Whovsen s S o
2112‘?20- July 27 $15,000 $410 $0 $0 $0 Rusty Keen Hea};t:tet;anOdd Res Add Rock Bridge 22 WE?Z‘I?SER 46077
2112;)20- July 27 $0 $75 $0 $0 $0 TIEaxgrlggtSric Steve Famoiaro| Res Electric Dyes 11 W1|EE(§W 46077
;:13L6J2020- July 8 $0 $297 $0 $0 $0 C?)tr:]or?]gl:g:l’ HARRIS FLP | Mass Grading Aglg’aslgicr)]za 102(())1UI_E|_|§00 46077
g12;)20- July 28 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Sign Art CZOig]n;\L/jirI:ﬁy Comm Sign QOOSl\t/Ir:I:terry 46077
212820- July 28 $120,000 $472 $0 $0 $0 Pools of Fun Jgszmfbtilri]e Res Add Pool THHEOEII__ILEJ)%?T E5 C1H(,)A7|_3L2|S 46077
2122820- July 29 $0 $25 $0 $0 $0 Mr Plumber |Preston Lehman| Res Sewer ngggtson 52 SUIjIﬁZ/i\NS 46077
522320- July 29 $16,000 $306 $0 $0 $0 Kevin Hurley Keviufﬂl;;isten Res Add Sad'SeI:Ia’nl?gook 12 93ZBFS{éI(D)iLE 46077
2{22:?20- July 29 $0 $75 $0 $0 $0 Burtner Electric ENSGUUSEAlS'\(l)W Res Electric 340§aSSt875 46077
gzzf o July 29 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 A?Jévs?otf;?ifn“t Cyrmfigasrglgwin Res Reroof. | Colony Acres ’ WHIT7I§85TOWN 46077
222220- July 30 $18,000 $75 $0 $0 $0 ICE:)?tg:ifrr; SI%?AI;I(S‘AT?ITA Res Reroof Stonegate 35 GGgg)SCSngeI 46077
('?22220' July 30 $9,850 $75 $0 $0 $0 Doug Selby Chglc;rg;gii‘rce Res Reroof 535‘%\'\'\5'53 46077
23232020- July 30 $16,323 $75 $0 $0 $0 Bé)g;—ilr?;y MASR_IP_(EI?/I?NJSODI Res Reroof Brookhaven 156 281GZRV¥)\|7IIEGH 46077




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Detail

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS July 2020
Total Combined permits issued for the month of July: 154

CombinedPermit Activity Detail Page: 9 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Permit Permit | Construction | ILP Cost | Sewer Cost |Park Impact|Road Impact| Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot # Address |Zip Code

Month Day Cost Fee Fee Construction
L6JZZE§)20- July 30 $17.302 $75 $0 $0 $0 Bé)ggf—ilrl]);y BFLI\AJUAFIQ\/IEH’:‘I & Res Reroof Spring Knoll 264 GRE‘EZI\T'?HREAE@OW
2{22820- July 30 $18,500 $255 $0 $0 $0 NBA Builders A}?:trhexlln& Res Add 67898LIJET?_|25 46075
g§(())20- July 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Ceé:l:illfdsetrrseet Heyville LLC | Res Remodel OLIVERS 36 MSOTEEMEA'\I!N 46077
(13:3;l1J2020- July 30 $75,000 $535 $0 $0 $0 E:mg?/ahzisglrig ZSalj:;:r%:‘ Res Add Pool | The Willows 210 V\}Ilﬁg?/v 46077
T L [ o | w | s | s | w | s | e M| e [ TRRET| % | s | o
gggzo- July 31 $1,355,000 $1,932 $4,025 $1,221 $1,009 G,ﬁ‘oﬁqgs”fggm JUS“”S%';ﬁather Res New T';%EI'_‘ILS'Z\?T E3 BAQSFSgTO | 46077
55220- July 31 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Perfect Pools ADr?grc:e:/?/hO% Res Add Pool | Huddersfield 2 HUD%)ISIgSFIE L[§6077
G [ o [ | s | s | w | w0 | e || e | st [TE e
g§g20- July 31 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Shannon Collier Shagr?gibcggllier Res Other M?ol\zzﬁﬁzﬁes 12 9%5'|'\|/RVE%$K 46077
T | | s | w | s | w | s | o | S| Sommeee T




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville

Planning and Economic Development C of O Detail

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS JUIy 2020
Total: C of O issued for the month of July: 77
C of O Detail Page: 1 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot# Address Zip Code CofO
Construction Approved
U2019-54 Adam Henry Adam & Rebecca | Res Remodel Huntington 50 1122 HUNTINGTON 46077 2020/07/23
Henry Woods WOODS POINT
19U2019-201 Shaw's Custom Mary & Robert Res Remodel | THE ENCLAVE 115 6813 WINDEMERE 46077 2020/07/30
Handywork Davisson-Veit CIRCLE
U2019-466 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New 2 The Oaks at 86, 87 5715 & 5717 Eagle 46077 2020/07/08
Family Hoosier Village Oaks Lane
U2019-467 Schafer Custom |Bakers Corner LLC Res New N.T. 65 140 N MAPLE 46077 2020/07/02
Homes, LLC STREET
13U2019-469 Pulte Homes Pulte Homes Res New HIDDEN PINES 112 3861 EVERGREEN 46077 2020/07/15
WAY
U2019-478  |Vickery Remodeling| Kreg & Elizabeth Res Remodel | Coventry Ridge 116 4706 CLARKSTON 46077 2020/07/20
Hunter COURT
13U2019-540 Pulte Homes Pulte Homes Res New HIDDEN PINES 39 11246 CANOPY WAY 46077 2020/07/30
13U2019-541 Pulte Homes Pulte Homes  [Res Finish Permit| HIDDEN PINES 3 4091 SUGAR PINE 46077 2020/07/30
LANE
R2019-556 Drees Homes Drees Homes Res New STONEGATE 330 7664 DEERFIELD 46077 2020/07/31
WAY
13U2019-558 Pulte Homes Pulte Homes Res New HIDDEN PINES 9 4020 SUGAR PINE 46077 2020/07/30
LANE
R2019-566 Drees Homes Drees Homes Res New Stonegate 337 7690 DEERFIELD 46077 2020/07/31
WAY
R2019-567 Drees Homes Drees Homes Res New Stonegate 331 6492 W DEERFIELD 46077 2020/07/31
COURT
U2019-615 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New Hoosier Village 76 5644 EAGLE OAKS 46077 2020/07/08
LANE
U2019-616 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New Hoosier Village 77 5642 EAGLE OAKS 46077 2020/07/08
LANE
u2019-617 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New Hoosier Village 78 5634 EAGLE OAKS 46077 2020/07/08
LANE
U2019-618 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New Hoosier Village 79 5632 EAGLE OAKS 46077 2020/07/08

LANE




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville

Planning and Economic Development C of O Detail

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS JUIy 2020
Total: C of O issued for the month of July: 77
C of O Detail Page: 2 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot# Address Zip Code CofO
Construction Approved
U2019-619 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New 2 The Oaks at 88L & 89R 5667 & 5665 EAGLE 46077 2020/07/08
Family Hoosier Village OAKS LANE
U2019-620 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New 2 The Oaks at 90 & 91 5637 & 5639 Eagle 46077 2020/07/08
Family Hoosier Village Oaks Lane
u2019-707 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New The Oaks at 80 10320 Buttonwood 46077 2020/07/08
Hoosier Village Circle
U2019-708 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New 2 The Oaks at 81&82 10323 & 10321 46077 2020/07/08
Family Hoosier Village Buttonwood Circle
U2019-709 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New 2 The Oaks at 83 & 84 10305 & 10303 46077 2020/07/08
Family Hoosier Village Buttonwood Circle
U2019-710 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New 2 The Oaks at 92 & 93 10232 & 10230 46077 2020/07/08
Family Hoosier Village Brookwood Circle
U2019-711 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Res New 2 The Oaks at 94 & 95 10231 & 10235 46077 2020/07/08
Family Hoosier Village Brookwood Circle
U2019-795 Bedrock Builders | BHI Senior Living Comm New Hoosier Village Maintenance 5740 EAGLE OAKS 46077 2020/07/14
Building LANE
U2019-855 Fox Pools MARK & CANDY | Res Add Pool | Pleasant View 1 9764 EQUESTRIAN 46077 2020/07/17
RIGGINS WAY
U2019-1017 |G R Donaldson LLC JEANNE L Res Remodel RAVINA 10 4554 SUMMERSONG 46077 2020/07/09
MOOSEY ROAD
R2019-1029 St. James Cheryl Baber Res Add FARM BUILDING| 8182 HUNT CLUB 46077 2020/07/23
Development Inc. ROAD
U2020-9 Beazer Homes Beazer Homes Res New Hampshire 250 8239 PEGGY COURT 46077 2020/07/02
Indiana LLP Indiana LLP
U2020-21 Hendrick Pool  |Christopher & Erical Res Add Pool Hampshire 117 4576 KETTERING 46077 2020/07/10
Wehrmeister PLACE
U2020-22 Hendrick Pool James & Kelly Res Add Pool Hampshire 116 4550 KETTERING 46077 2020/07/09
Uland PLACE
U2020-29 Lennar Lennar Res New Hampshire 191 8230 OXFORD 46077 2020/07/16
TRACE
U2020-31 Jackson's Realty Nathan Todd Res New DEROSSI 3 8866 WHITESTOWN 46077 2020/07/30

ESTATES

ROAD




Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development C of O Detail

ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS JUIy 2020
Total: C of O issued for the month of July: 77
C of O Detail Page: 3 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot# Address Zip Code CofO
Construction Approved
U2020-33 Robin Campbell | Sheila & Michael Res New HYPES ADD. 10 660 TERRACE DRIVE 46077 2020/07/15
Builders Peine
U2020-54 Lennar Lennar Res New Manchester 301 322 FAIRFAX WAY 46077 2020/07/16
Estates
U2020-55 Lennar Lennar Res New Manchester 302 328 FAIRFAX WAY 46077 2020/07/16
Estates
U2020-56 Lennar Lennar Res New Manchester 303 332 FAIRFAX WAY 46077 2020/07/16
Estates
U2020-57 Lennar Lennar Res New Manchester 304 336 FAIRFAX WAY 46077 2020/07/16
Estates
U2020-58 Lennar Lennar Res New Manchester 305 342 FAIRFAX WAY 46077 2020/07/16
Estates
U2020-59 Lennar Lennar Res New Manchester 306 348 FAIRFAX WAY 46077 2020/07/17
Estates
U2020-74 Beazer Homes Beazer Homes Res New Hampshire 272 8333 Peggy Court 46077 2020/07/08
Indiana LLP Indiana LLP
U2020-76 Beazer Homes Beazer Homes Res New Hampshire 288 8212 Peggy Court 46077 2020/07/08
Indiana LLP Indiana LLP
U2020-84 Booher Remodeling| Daniel & Amanda | Res Remodel | Raintree Place 92 720 WOOD COURT 46077 2020/07/08
Houchens
U2020-86 G R Donaldson LLCJJEANNE MOOSEY Res Add RAVINA 10 4554 SUMMERSONG 46077 2020/07/07
ROAD
13U2020-88 Pulte Homes Pulte Homes Res New HIDDEN PINES 54 3633 Sugar Pine Lane 46077 2020/07/13
U2020-94 Fischer Homes Fischer Homes Res New Hampshire 106 4625 KETTERING 46077 2020/07/14
PLACE
13U2020-104 Hoss Building | Ted & Sara Brauer Res Add Willow Ridge 49 4073 Wild Wood Court 46077 2020/07/21
Group
19U2020-114 [Neer Development,|Neer Development, Res New Courtyards of 55 1732 Cypress Drive 46077 2020/07/21
Inc. Inc. Zionsville
U2020-115 Beazer Homes Beazer Homes Res New Hampshire 285 8252 PEGGY COURT 46077 2020/07/27
Indiana LLP Indiana LLP




Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development C of O Detail

ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS JUIy 2020
Total: C of O issued for the month of July: 77
C of O Detail Page: 4 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot# Address Zip Code CofO
Construction Approved
U2020-116 Beazer Homes Beazer Homes Res New Hampshire 267 8267 CARNEGIE 46077 2020/07/13
Indiana LLP Indiana LLP LANE
U2020-120 | The Turf Boss LLC DONALD L & Res Add Benderfield 3 470 BENDERFIELD 46077 2020/07/08
KATHLEEN DRIVE
13U2020-125 | Preferred Custom BERNARD Res Remodel The Willows 76 11587 WEEPING 46077 2020/07/02
Remodeling ANTHONY & JERI WILLOW DRIVE
U2020-161 Beazer Homes Beazer Homes Res New Hampshire 269 8289 CARNEGIE 46077 2020/07/17
Indiana LLP Indiana LLP LANE
U2020-167 The Property MANOL & Res Remodel | Raintree Place 23 115 RAINTREE DRIVE 46077 2020/07/29
District, LLC REBECCA
U2020-185 Booher Building | Robert & Elizabeth| Res Remodel Spring Knoll 157 8903 WINTERBERRY 46077 2020/07/31
Mutzel COURT
13U2020-195 | Homes by Design WILLIAM Res Add Willow Ridge 38 11558 RIDGE VALLEY 46077 2020/07/16
VECHIARELLA COURT
U2020-239 |Wildwood Designs,| Kevin & Danielle | Res Remodel Thornhill 89 1963 CAMARGUE 46077 2020/07/07
Inc Trulock DRIVE
U2020-252 |JB Adams Designs[106TH & BENNETT| Comm Tenant Suite 300 10650 BENNETT 46077 2020/07/02
LLC LLC Finish PKWY
U2020-271 Cityscape ARIA ZIONSVILLE Comm Add ARIA Pool Equipment | 10919 Octave Drive 46077 2020/07/27
Construction - Aria, LLC Bldg
R2020-290 Patrick Klein Patrick Klein & Res Electric 4402 S 800 EAST 46077 2020/07/22
Alina Benedi
U2020-326 Young's James & Jamie Res Add Cedar Bend 18 10176 WILDWOOD 46077 2020/07/06
Construction Shields DRIVE
13U2020-333 Pools of Fun Allison & Christoph| Res Add Pool Willow Glen 49 3229 AUTUMN ASH 46077 2020/07/16
Erdel DRIVE
U2020-338 Pools of Fun Melissa & Res Add Pool Oak Ridge 149 10063 HICKORY 46077 2020/07/22
Christopher Hale RIDGE DRIVE
13U2020-341 CMH Builders Rodney & Angela [ Res Remodel The Willows 156 11527 WILLOW BEND 46077 2020/07/14
Miller DRIVE
U2020-346 William & Jennifer | William & Jennifer | Res Add Deck 750 W OAK STREET 46077 2020/07/02
Luczak Luczak




Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development C of O Detail

ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS JUIy 2020
Total: C of O issued for the month of July: 77
C of O Detail Page: 5 Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Permit # Builder Owner Type Of Subdivision Lot# Address Zip Code CofO
Construction Approved
U2020-369 Chuck's Adam & Barbara | Res Add Deck Cedar Bend 86 9894 LAKEWOOD 46077 2020/07/14
Construction Bernard DRIVE
19U2020-371 Rick Marshall Andrew & Laura Res Remodel Vonterra 47 10326 PIGATO DRIVE 46077 2020/07/06
Armington
U2020-384 The Masters Mark [Katie & Nick Averitt| Res Remodel Huntington 40 1289 HUNTINGTON 46077 2020/07/30
Builders Woods WOODS ROAD
R2020-388 Project Melton  [Michael & Margaret Res Add Royal Run 626 6563 YORKSHIRE 46077 2020/07/30
Maroney CIRCLE
U2020-410 Elliott King Elliott & Jane King Res Other Cedar Bend 45 10140 LAKEWOOD 46077 2020/07/21
DRIVE
U2020-434 Deater Brothers Christopher & Res Add Deck Rock Bridge 196 3532 OLD QUARRY 46077 2020/07/08
Candace Hons DRIVE
13U2020-464 Cutting Edge Drue & Danielle Res Other The Willows 218 11631 WILLOW 46077 2020/07/02
Hardscapes Anderson SPRINGS DRIVE
U2020-478 Aspen Outdoor SHAWN & M Res Add SIXTH & 2 596 Starkey Road 46077 2020/07/23
Designs, Inc  |MAKENZIE GREVE SYCAMORE
U2020-521 Harding Poorman South Main Comm Sign 70 E Hawthorne 46077 2020/07/30
Holdings LLC
R2020-529 Project Melton | James & Rebecca Res Other Stonegate 267 6687 BEEKMAN 46077 2020/07/30
Henning PLACE
13U2020-558 [Angel Landscaping Aditi Amin Res Other HIDDEN PINES 102 3820 CONIFER DRIVE 46077 2020/07/30
LLC
U2020-573 Jeffrey Reasner Jeffrey Reasner | Res Add Deck 755 W PINE STREET 46077 2020/07/31
R2020-623 Burtner Electric SUSAN Res Electric 3402 S 875 East 46077 2020/07/30
ENGLEDOW




ZIONSVILLE

Town Of Zionsville
Planning and Economic Development Permit Activity

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS Year: 2020
Activity Report Printed 2020/08/07 11:15 AM
Commercial/lndustrial Residential Sewer Reporting |Summary Of Field Activity
New Add | Remodel | Sign Elec Other New Add |Remodel| Electric | Pool |Demolition| Other | New Res New Total New Comm | New Home Res | Building [Number Off Temp C| C of O
Building Home Sewer Or| Comm New Sewer Sewer Inspects |nspectiond of O
Repair | Sewer Or | Permits | (Informational | (Informational |Site Visits| Per Site
Permits Repair Reporting Only)| Reporting Only) Visit
January 1 0 4 2 2 2 26 6 6 5 2 2 9 1 0 68 1 25 321 495 16 20
February 0 0 3 3 3 1 15 5 11 1 0 0 7 0 0 49 0 10 282 426 12 26
March 4 0 1 1 1 5 35 14 11 3 6 1 12 0 0 94 1 29 291 474 19 24
April 0 2 5 3 5 0 6 9 7 3 4 1 15 0 0 60 1 6 343 511 14 44
May 1 0 1 2 1 2 17 18 10 6 6 3 39 2 0 108 0 13 344 546 66 31
June 0 0 0 1 2 3 21 15 11 7 5 1 36 2 0 104 0 19 430 669 17 62
July 1 0 2 5 6 3 47 17 7 6 12 0 42 5 1 154 1 39 495 775 12 77
August
September
October
November
December
Totals 7 2 16 17 20 16 167 84 63 31 35 8 160 10 1 637 4 141 2506 3896 156 284




Town Of Zionsville

‘
";LLJ' Planning and Economic Development Comprehensive Status
ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS Year: 2020
Status Report Printed 2020/08/07 11:18 AM
Residential Fees January February March April May June July YTD
(Lo Home Residential $31,987 | $19,567 | $31,714 $8,171 $18679 | $27,504 | $54,135 $191,757
A1l Other Residential ILP $7,349 57,211 $13,506 59,827 $16,040 | $18274 | $13236 $85,443
Fos e Dobseten $4,725 $4,275 $4,650 $3,900 $3,600 $4,450 $5,300 $30,900
R e e $25225 | §$14,126 | $32485 | $6054 | $16144 | $21,189 | $41529 $156,752
giﬁ m;iﬁf;‘;e““a' $29,061 $18,315 | $47,137 $7,326 $19,293 $25,641 $53,238 $200,011
Sanitary Sewer Fees $100,625 $40,250 $156,725 $27,709 $55,884 $87,152 $172,003 $640,438
E’S‘;Qﬁdfﬂq“;ﬂgﬁ‘géwer $194,247 | $99,469 | $281,567 | $50,087 | $126,040 | $179,760 | $334,231 $1.274.401
lr\i%w’:(;g;nmerual Start $3,330 $0 $10,001 $0 $3,234 $0 $3,404 $19,969
1 poter Commercial $4,158 $2,768 $1,022 $6,188 $3,628 $713 $3,235 $21,712
gggﬂiﬁf{,ﬂz‘md'on $750 $900 $1,350 $600 $525 $675 $1,275 $6,075
I(::génsmermal Road Impact $0 $0 $40,810 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,810
Sommarcial Sanitary $640 $0 $4,025 $14,200 $0 $0 $37,825 $56,690
KSLS%TTS@?{ e $10,036 $5,630 $55,858 | $41,906 $6.862 $713 $49,171 $170.176
2;’;" Cb?,iﬂqzsj'j?;ﬂr $101,265 $40,250 $160,750 $41,909 $55,884 $87,152 $209,918 $697,128
S:é"cbg',i?nsi?ﬁ?;gd $56,194 $35303 | $120432 = $34,898 = $35437 $46,830 | $99,474 $428.568
Combined Residential and Commercial
1P, Inspecin and Sewer $204,283 | $105099 | $337,425 = $100,993 & $132,902 = $180473 = $383,402 $1,444 577
Petition Filing Fees January February March April May June July YTD
Plan Commission
Primary Plat Approval $1,015 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,015
Secondary Plat Approval $400 $0 $400 $590 $0 $1,750 $400 $3,540
Re-Plat Approval $0 $500 $1,140 $0 $0 $570 $0 $2,210
Minor Plat Approval $0 $315 $0 $0 $330 $0 $0 $645
Zone Map Amendment $0 $0 $6,108 $0 $0 $0 $3,600 $9,708
Subdivision Waiver $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Development Plan $1,075 $775 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,850
DovlopmentPar e | » | » | » | » | » | = .
Ordinance Amendment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Board of Zoning Appeals
Variance of Use $1,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,200 $2,400
\S/fa'fd';zsof Dev $2,275 $1,450 $0 $1,150 $1,150 $825 $375 $7,225
Special Exception $0 $0 $0 $700 $0 $0 $600 $1,300
l,‘;ﬁ%gh{gg;iﬁ,ﬁ $6,965 $3,040 $7,648 $2,440 $1,480 $3,145 $6,175 $30,893
Permit Overview January February March April May June July YTD
New Home ILP 26 15 35 6 17 21 47 167
(N:z‘; Home Construction | ¢15 194000 | $6,860,600 | $17,955411 | $2,924,120 | $7,566,950 | $9,411,704 | $21,342,142 $81,254,936
All Other Residential ILP 31 24 47 39 84 77 89 391
Il\ll_e’;w Commercial Start 1 0 4 0 1 0 1 7
All Other Commercial ILP 10 10 8 15 6 6 17 72
Total Permit Per Month 68 49 94 60 108 104 154 637
Petition Filing Quantities January February March April May June July YTD
Plan Commission
Primary Plat Approval Appa\oos; Crossing Holliday F‘arms Sec
Secondary Plat Approva] Appa\oas; Crossing \ngl;naok NazarethWCrassmg AshburnQSecuon 2 | Holliday anrms Sec
Safa Secondary Pla | North Secondary Pl
Re-Plat Approval V. R;nlen Courlyargs of Zion Courtyargs of Zion
Courtyards of Zion Viewegh Replat
Minor Plat Approval NaZarethWCrassmg North M}m, Plat
Zone Map Amendment Wlndf\aven Town 071Z|onsv|\|e Russel‘\ Oaks
Prologis Rezoning
Subdivision Waiver
1 1 2 1 2

Development Plan Appaloosa Crossing | Hotel Tango Baptist Homes of | AES Office Buildin | Holliday FArms Sec

Zionsville Communt Overley Worman Par
Development Plan
Amendment
Ordinance Amendment
Comprehensive Plan
Amendment
Board of Zoning Appeals
Variance of Use M. Adam;- Montess Innova(ivze Partner

F. Knez
Variance of Dev See Files See Files See Files See Files 2 See Files
Standards % bans
1 1

Special Exception T. Sharp C &J Well Co
TOTAL FILINGS Plan
Commission and BZA 10 6 5 8 4 7 13 53
Collected Fees:Duplicate Permits,
Amendmentsbrocseding feos $1,225 $475 $1,250 $450 $675 $2,785 $938 $7,798
TOTAL REVENUE :(ILPs,
Inspections,Petion Filing Fees) $66,229 $40,801 $77,539 $33,566 $48,666 $57,906 $92,935 $417,642

TOTAL REVENUE :(ILPs, Inspections,
PIF, RIF, Sewer, Petition Filing Fees) $223,688 $116,354 $358,721 $110,373 $139,987 $191,888 $402,327 $1,543,338
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ZIONSVILLE

MEETING RESULTS- ZIONSVILLE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS JULY 1, 2020, 6:30 p.m. (Local Time)

MEETING WAS FACILITATED BY REMOTE ATTENDANCE - NO IN PERSON PARTICIPATION BY THE BOARD OF
ZONING APPEALS OR THE PUBLIC OCCURED

The following items were scheduled for consideration:

l. Approval of the June 3, 2020 Meeting Minutes - approved 4-0 with correction to page 1

Il New Business

Address of Item to be considered

Docket Number Name .
Project

Approved with Commitments as presented & filed w/exhibits
& per staff report

2020-12-SE T. Sharp 7465 S 475 East -5 in Favor, 0 Opposed
Petition for Special Exception to allow for new residential

building(s) in an Agricultural Zoning District (AG).

Approved with Commitments as presented & filed w/exhibits
& per staff report

—5in Favor, 0 Opposed

Petition for Development Standards variance in order to
2020-15-DSV T. Sharp 7465 S 475 East provide for the construction of a detached barn which:
1) Isinstalled before the primary structure
2) Exceeds the allowable accessory square footage — omitted

from petition as no longer needed

in an Agricultural Zoning District (AG).

Approved as presented & filed w/exhibits & per staff report
-4 in Favor, 1 Opposed

Petition for Development Standards variance in order to
2020-16-DSV M. Walters 4560 S 975 E provide for the construction of a detached barn which:

1) Exceeds the allowable accessory square footage and

2) Exceeds the allowable accessory height — up to 24’-0”
in the Urban Single-Family Residential Zoning District (R-SF-2).

Respectfully Submitted:
Wayne DelLong AICP, CPM
Town of Zionsville
Director of Planning and Economic Development

July 2, 2020
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ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION MEETING RESULTS

Monday, July 20, 2020

7:00 PM (Local Time)
THIS PUBLIC MEETING WAS CONDUCTED PURSUANT TO GOVERNOR ERIC J.
HOLCOMB’S EXECUTIVE ORDERS 20-02, 20-04 AND 20-08, 20-26, and 20-30 AND
GOVERNOR HOLCOMB’S EXERCISE OF HIS POWERS UNDER INDIANA’S
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AND DISASTER LAW, IND. CODE 10-14-3, et seq.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING THE MEETING IS PROVIDED IN
THE ANNEX PUBLISHED WITH THIS NOTICE.

1. Members of the public shall have the right to attend Plan Commission Public Meetings via the
following forms of electronic communication:

Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83218086117

Or iPhone one-tap :

US: +13017158592,,83218086117# or +13126266799,,83218086117#
Or Telephone:

Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):

US: +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799

or +1 669 900 9128

Webinar ID: 832 1808 6117

International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kbg3lzylwv

Or an H.323/SIP room system:
H.323:
162.255.37.11 (US West)
162.255.36.11 (US East)
115.114.131.7 (India Mumbai)
115.114.115.7 (India Hyderabad)
213.19.144.110 (EMEA)
103.122.166.55 (Australia)
209.9.211.110 (Hong Kong SAR)
64.211.144.160 (Brazil)
69.174.57.160 (Canada)
207.226.132.110 (Japan)
Meeting ID: 832 1808 6117
SIP: 83218086117@zoomcrc.com



https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83218086117
https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kbq3IzyIwv
mailto:83218086117@zoomcrc.com

The following items are scheduled for consideration:
I. Pledge of Allegiance
Il. Attendance

Approval of the January 21, 2020 Meeting Memo, April 20, 2020 and Junel5, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting
Minutes

IV. Continuance Requests
Petitioner requested a continuance from July 20, 2020 meeting to the
August 17, 2020 meeting
7 in Favor
0 Opposed
8175 &
2020-10-Z | Windhaven | 8775 W. Petitioner requested continuance from April 20, 2020 to May 18, 2020
Oak Street | Plan Commission continued the project from May 18, 2020 to June 15, 2020
Petition for Zone Map change to rezone 24.283+/- acres from the Rural (R1)
Residential Zoning District to the (PUD) Planned Unit Development Zoning
District
V. Continued Business
Docket Name Addrgss of Item to be Considered
Number Project
None at this time
VI. New Business
Docket Name Addrgss Item to be Considered
Number of Project
Development Plan with Waivers Approved as Presented
7 in Favor
AES Office 10440 0 Opposed
2020-19-DP Buildin Bennett Petition for Development Plan Approval of a 12,000+ square foot (6,000 square
g Parkway | foot footprint) office building on 4.30+/- acres within the Urban Industrial Two

Zoning District (I-2 Urban). Waivers of Building Materials and Architectural
Design requirements requested.

VII: Other Matters to be considered

Docket Name Address Item to be Considered
Number of Project
. 799
Aria Amendment to Landscape Plan
2018-18-DP Apartments (L:iﬁrrlf X Acknowledged by Plan Commission

Please note that a quorum of the Zionsville Town Council may be in attendance at the meeting.

Respectfully Submitted:
Wayne DeLong, AICP, CPM
Director of Planning and Economic Development

July 22, 2020




ANNEX TO PUBLIC NOTICE FOR THE JUNE 15, 2020, REGULAR MEETING OF THE
ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION

In his Executive Orders 20-02, 20-04, 20-08, 20-26 AND 20-30 (collectively, the “Executive Orders”),
Governor Eric J. Holcomb has ordered all political subdivisions of the State of Indiana to limit public gatherings
and to implement the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s and the Indiana State Department of
Health’s recommended virus mitigation strategies. The Executive Orders suspend certain requirements for
Essential Governmental Functions that facilitate Essential Infrastructure with respect to public meetings and
open door laws, including suspending physical participation requirements by members of public agency
governing bodies and permitting public attendance through electronic means of communications. As a political
subdivision of the State of Indiana, the Zionsville Plan Commission (the “Plan Commission”) must comply with
the Executive Orders throughout the duration of the COVID-19 Public Health Emergency. According, all
public meetings of the Plan Commission shall be conducted in the following manner until the end of the
COVID-19 Public Health Emergency:

1. Members of the public shall have the right to attend Plan Commission Public Meetings via the
following forms of electronic communication:

Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/}/83218086117
Or iPhone one-tap :

US: +13017158592,,83218086117# or +13126266799,,83218086117#
Or Telephone:

Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):

US: +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799

or +1 669 900 9128

Webinar ID: 832 1808 6117

International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kbg3lzylwv
Or an H.323/SIP room system:

H.323:

162.255.37.11 (US West)

162.255.36.11 (US East)

115.114.131.7 (India Mumbai)

115.114.115.7 (India Hyderabad)

213.19.144.110 (EMEA)

103.122.166.55 (Australia)

209.9.211.110 (Hong Kong SAR)

64.211.144.160 (Brazil)

69.174.57.160 (Canada)

207.226.132.110 (Japan)

Meeting ID: 832 1808 6117

SIP: 83218086117@zoomcrc.com

Members of the public shall have the option of recording their attendance at Plan Commission Public Meetings
via electronic roll call at the start of the meeting or via e-mail at wdelong@zionsville-in.gov.

2. If a member of the public would like to attend a Plan Commission Public Meeting, but cannot utilize
any of the access methods described above, please contact Wayne DelLong at 317-873-5108 or
wdelong@zionsville-in.gov.

3.The Plan Commission will continually revisit and refine the procedures in this Annex to address public
accessibility to Plan Commission Public Meetings during the COVID-19 Public Health Emergency.

4.1f you need technical assistance in logging into Zoom for this webinar, please contact: Roger Kilmer,
rkilmer@zionsville-in.gov, or 317-690-65309.



https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83218086117
https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kbq3IzyIwv
mailto:83218086117@zoomcrc.com
mailto:rkilmer@zionsville-in.gov

Zionsville Plan Commission
July 20, 2020

In attendance: David Franz, Josh Fedor, Jeff Papa, Larry Jones, Mary Grabianowski, George
Lewis, Sharon Walker.

Staff attending: Dan Taylor, Wayne DeLong, and Janice Stevanovic.

A quorum is present.

All Pledge of Allegiance.
Franz Went okay. Wayne, can you take roll, please?
DelLong Certainly. Ms. Walker?
Walker Present.

DelLong Mr. Papa?

Papa Present.

DelLong Mr. Franz?

Franz Present.

DelLong Mr. Lewis?

Lewis President.

Franz Wish you were.
DelLong Mr. Jones?

Jones Present.

DelLong Miss Grabianowski?

Grabianowski  Present.

DelLong Mr. Fedor?
Fedor Present.
Franz All right. So, we have everybody here. So, simple majority of four votes will pass

action tonight. | remembered to do this, Wayne, tonight. So, if there’s anybody in
the attendees’ group that would like to be recognized, please hit the raise-your-
hand button and Wayne will recognize you for the minutes.

DelLong Yes. Note Greg Aline, John Curran, Leslie Steiner, Ben Hull, Leslie Gerari. |
apologize for anybody who I’ve not pronounced your name correctly.

Franz All right.
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DelLong

Franz

DelLong

Franz

Jones

Franz

Grabianowski
Franz

Fedor

Franz

All

Franz

Fedor
Taylor

Franz

Delong

That is it.

I think that’s it. With that, in your packet, there’s a—okay, on the minutes, so
let’s talk about these in order. January minutes, Wayne, you had something to
state about those. Can you please go ahead and do so?

Correct. As you may recall, this body met in January, had a meeting. That set of
minutes, unfortunately the audio was recorded here in the building but another
meeting that was occurring in a different room conflicted with the capturing of
that audio. We do have a second source. It’s on my laptop that | use. That laptop
had found its way to a different use within the town government. We have
retrieved it back and | now have half of the minutes done. I’m working through
that topic. It’s just taking a little longer than usual but do want to give you a
progress report on those minutes.

All right. Thanks. Then the April 20 minutes, at this point, Larry, you’re going to
provide a copy of those to Janice with your comments. Is that correct?

Yes.

All right. So, we can do something with the June 15 minutes. There is—they
were in your packet. At this point in time, is there any comments, additions,
deletions to those?

I move we approve the minutes from June.

Is there a second?

Second.

All right. All'in favor signify the aye.

Aye.

Those, nay? All right. Motion carries 7-0. | assume we can do those by
acclimation, Dan?

Yeah, we can.
Yes.

All right. Before | forget, Wayne, you had talked about wanting to talk about an
open house. Do you want to go ahead and do that now while everybody’s here?

Certainly, happy to. We have a public notice that has been posted. A press
release will be coming out, I would say, in the next 36 hours or so. This is an
open house that will be hosted at the Indianapolis Executive Airport here in
Zionsville. The event is on the 28" of this month at 7 p.m., 7 p.m. on July 28. The
purpose of the open house is to allow the public an opportunity to interface with
consultants that have been gathering data related to the growth of the airport and
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Zionsville Plan Commission

July 20, 2020

Franz

Grabianowski

Franz

Dan

Franz

DelLong

Grabianowski
? (15:16)

Franz

Franz

the growth of the community and how those two topics intertwine. This is an
airport study that was started about 16 months ago. This is the moment where
we’re working towards creating of a document to present to the public. This
public open house is designed to gather data. The materials associated with the
open house will also be published, or I’m sorry, posted online. There’s no
requirement to attend the open house in order to participate but certainly we want
to create that opportunity within one of the airport’s hangars. | believe the square
footage of that hangar is 15,000 square feet. So, we should be very, in very good
shape to facilitate social distancing. If attendance, based upon the interest, drives
it to two showings, if you will, there will be the ability to provide the
presentation at least two times that evening as well as providing it online. So,
there’s many different ways for the folks, for resident’s interested parties to
participate in this public process that’s happening, Tuesday July 28 at 7 p.m. at
Indianapolis Executive Airport here in Zionsville.

Thank you, Wayne. With that, what’s let’s get on to today’s, tonight’s business.
First item on the docket is 220 or 2020-10-Z, Windhaven, 8175 and 8775 West
Oak Street petition for zone map change to rezone 24.283 +/- acres from the rural
R1 residential zoning district to the PUD planned unit development zoning
district. At this point in time, the petitioner has requested a continuance from the
June 15 for tonight’s meeting to the July 20. No, | mean last week. So, they’ve
requested a petition from the July 20, 2020 meeting tonight to the August
meeting which will be held on August—

17,

17" Once again, it’s my understanding, Dan you can correct me if I’m wrong,
given the current situation, these continuances such as this that in hopes of being
an in-person meeting are generally being granted with much, without any
guestion?

Right.

All right. That being said, | will ask if there’s anybody in the audience who has
any comments on this one. | think there might be. If there is, raise your hand. If
not—

There is a hand raised. | will promote this person to your public comment
position.

Okay.
Hi. 640 White Oaks Court, Zionsville, Indiana.

The comments you make tonight are specifically about the continuance only, not
about the specific matter.

No, that would not be the case.

Okay, then—
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?

Franz

Franz

Walker
All

Franz

Delong
Walker
Delong

Papa
DelLong
Franz
DelLong
Franz
Grabianowski
Franz
Stevanovic
Lewis
DelLong
Lewis
DelLong
Grabianowski

DelLong

Okay.

Then, there’s—at this point in time, we cannot take your comments.

Okay, thank you.

Thanks. Is anybody else to the—all right. Since there isn’t at this point in time,
I’ll take a motion or is there any comments/questions from any members of the
plan commission. If not, is there a motion to continue this to the August 17
meeting?

So moved.

Second.

All right. All in favor, | guess we’ll have to do this by roll call. So Wayne, if
you’ll take role, please.

Certainly. Ms. Walker?

Aye.

Mr. Papa?

Aye.

Mr. Franz?

Aye.

Lewis?

on mute.

George, you have to unmute.

There he is.

There he goes. You got it.

Yeah, I’m on the phone, though. I don’t know which one. Can you hear me now?
Yes.

Okay. Aye.

Very good. Thank you, sir. Miss Grabianowski?
Aye.

Mr. Fedor?
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Fedor

Franz

Curran

Franz

Curran

Franz

Curran

Stevanovic

Curran

Aye.

All right. That carries 7-0. Continue to next month’s meeting in hopes that we
can actually do this in person in some form or fashion. New business tonight is
docket number 2020-19-DP AES office building, 10440 Bennett Parkway
petition for development plan approval of a 12,000 +/- square foot, 6,000 square
foot front footprint office building on a 4.3 +/- acres within the urban industrial 2
zoning district R2 urban. Labors and building materials and architectural design
requirements requested. Is the petitioner present? You are on mute.

This is Shawn Curran with Curran Architecture at 5719 Lawton Loop East Drive
in Indianapolis. We are here with Ben Hull and Leslie Steiner from Land Works
who are the civil engineers for the project.

Proceed, please.

All right. Would you like me to share my screen? Are you, do you have
documents to present or pull up or—

If you can share the screen—if you can share the screen, that’ll work.

Okay. Let me pull up the documents, then. All right. | have my screen up.
Everybody able to see that?

Yes.

All right. Okay. Let’s—we are here tonight to present this—oops. I’m up there.
My stuff is moving around here. What we have is a, this is an office building on
Bennett Parkway which is located across the street from the FedEx ground
facility south of 106™ Street. This will be the headquarters building for AES
Restaurant Group. AES Restaurant Group is the fourth largest Arby’s franchisee
in the country. They have an office in Westfield currently as well as an office in
Ohio. They’re moving, consolidating their locations to Zionsville. They currently
own this piece of property and are looking forward to being a part of the
community. The building design itself is, as you can see, is an office building.
There are some private garage spaces for the occupants to be able to park their
vehicles as well as for them to be able to park a couple service vehicles that they
use to be able to do maintenance work on their buildings. So, those are the garage
spaces that are located on the west elevation which is the back of the building not
facing the road. The front of the building which faces Bennett Parkway is this
elevation here which has a combination of brick, cast stone, and limestone veneer
as well as fiber cement, a tower entry element. The building has a single slope
standing seam metal roof that slopes from the road side on the low slope to the
high side on the backside facing the woods. This site is on a hill with the grade
changing going from east to west sloping down towards the creek. So, we’ve
designed the building and the sites along with Land Works to create basically a
one-story building facing the road then essentially a walk-out basement type of
effect for the backside that faces towards the woods. So, this backside is all office
spaces on the upper level looking out towards the woods, a balcony here, which
is off of the break room. Then the lower level, so it’s not seen from the road as
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Franz

Delong
Franz

DelLong

DelLong

Franz

Grabianowski

well as also not seen from within the offices as well as the private parking down
on the lower level of the building. As I mentioned, Ben and Leslie are both here
to talk specifics about the site if you have any questions about the site. | can
answer any questions about the building specifically as well if you have specific
guestions. We’ve presented a narrative along regarding the waivers for materials
and Zionsville theme and have detailed that in the narrative as well. So, if there’s
any questions specifically about those, | can answer those, too.

Thank you. Is there any comment from any members of the public? If there is,
please raise your hand. Wayne, is there any?

I am not seeing any hands raised.
All right. Then can we have the staff report, please.

Certainly. If Mr. Curran would want to remove his screen, that might be, might
help my view on if there’s any other parties that are interested in seeing this
being in the public process here. Thank you, Shawn. With this petition, certainly
staff is very excited to speak about it. This is a 2013 plat. This is the last lot in the
subdivision that first facilitated, first extension of Bennett Parkway as well as the
construction of the FedEx facility. The site itself, as | mentioned was created in
2013 originally and then was split to create, Lot 6A and Lot 6B. Certainly the site
as it’s been facilitated and provided to you this evening, is requesting some
waivers from the materials and architectural standards that’s found in your
zoning ordinance. As you know, your ordinance speaks to the projects that meet
the salient features of the 19" century in terms of architectural requirements. This
can be sometimes a little challenging for more modern facilities that are
providing for more modern types of amenities. So, these waivers in front of you
some of the petitioners put together this evening in a very tasteful and meets the
palettes or at least ordered my staff and mirrors what you would see along this
corridor and exceeds in some cases what you would see along that, along this
corridor as well. In addition, the plan commission will want to look at your
process where the petitioner has facilitated notice via first class. | believe that’s
the case. Ms. Walker, you’ll have to correct me if it’s something different. The
Plan Commission in its motion would want to consider that waiver as well. This
is something that you’ve talked about previously because the waiver supports
social distancing reducing the amount of touch points if you will with letters and
postal service. With the petition itself, again, staff is supportive of the petition as
it’s been filed, certainly supportive of the waivers that have been submitted as
well. This site is very, it’s very conscious of the built environment as well as the
environmental constraints of the site and topography. Again, the site has done a
very nice job at hosting the building that has been proposed this evening.
Certainly, staff is here to answer any questions you may have.

Dave, we’re having a little—certainly having a little trouble hearing you.

Yeah, | know. | was just saying that I’m having not a very good connection right
now. My connection’s poor. So, | was saying, if you can’t hear me, Josh, you’re
going to have to take over.

We can hear you, Dave.
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Walker

Franz

Jones

Delong

Jones

Curran

Jones

Curran

Jones

Curran

Franz

Okay. You can, now? All right.
Yeah, we got you back.

All right. Okay. With that, is there any questions from any of the members of the
Plan Commission?

I got a couple. First, hey Wayne, this site, there’s parcels to the north and south
of it there on Bennett. So, is the southern piece part of whatever that, I’m sure it’s
a FedEx accessory building back in there.

The southern piece is Martin Trucking. So, that’s a stand-alone facility
supporting Martin Trucking and their operations. I’m sorry. That’s to the north,
I’m sorry, to the south. To the north is, Landscapes Unlimited, | believe that’s the
name of that.

That’s their parcel. Okay. Generally, I like the architecture. | just always want to
make sure that, because | can go through the plans and look at details, | want to
make sure those details kind of continue on through it. My other question is, so
what—so, the basement areas are more of less for—so, this is a restaurant group
but I’m assuming there’s no food products and stuff really being run in and out of
this facility.

That’s correct, yeah. They’re not having—there’s no like test kitchen or no food
preparation anything. They’re a franchise group. So, it’s not like they’re trying to
create new menu items or anything like that. This is their just corporate office
space and they’re not going to be storing, you know, buns and meat or anything
like that in the building. So, nothing to be concerned about from that standpoint.
It’s really just for them to be able to, you know, be able to pull a vehicle in where
they would use that vehicle to go to, you know, Dayton, Ohio to go work on a
piece of equipment that broke down or something like that. They would store that
vehicle. That way they could store their vehicles in side the weather. If there’s—
if there would be, you know, tools associated with that piece of equipment, they
would keep those within that space as well. Nothing, no food related items, no.

Okay. So, they’re not really taking any deliveries, then per se?

No, exactly.

They’ll bring whatever product they need. Yeah, that was just—my only concern
was | was looking at that drive. You know, that’s a pretty steep drop to get down
around that corner.

Yeah, the intention’s that that would only be their own drivers that would be
going back there. There wouldn’t be any delivery drivers or anyone, wouldn’t be

anything like that if anybody’s going back there.

Anybody else with any other questions or any questions?
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Curran

Franz
Grabianowski
Franz

Taylor

Delong

Franz

Delong
Franz
Grabianowski
Franz

Grabianowski

Franz
Walker
Franz
DelLong
Papa
DeLong
Franz
DelLong

Lewis

So, | drove by there today and thought it looked like from the drawings that you
have here that you showed us, it looked like a great configuration to the grade
that you have there.

Thank you. Yeah, we’re excited to see the project come together.

Anybody else? If not, is there a motion?

Do we need three different motions?

Or motions? That’s correct.

You need motions on the waivers first. Then, after those, a motion on the DPR
itself.

Mr. President, did we create the opportunity to see if there’s any other members
of the public that want to speak in either favor or opposition to this request?

I might have asked but I might have been in one of my situations where |
couldn’t, wasn’t being heard. Like I said, my connection’s been pretty poor. With
that, is there anybody in the audience who’d like to make a comment on this
matter?

| see none.

It was a no. All right. So, on the motions—so, where are they?

I’ll be happy to make the first one.

All right.

I move that the waiver of architectural building design requirements be approved
based on the finding in the staff report as presented.

Is there a second?
Second.
Wayne, would you please take roll?
Certainly. Mr. Papa?
Aye.
Mr. Franz?
Aye.
Mr. Lewis?
Aye.
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DelLong Mr. Jones?

Jones Aye.

DelLong Ms. Grabianowski?

Grabianowski  Aye.

DeLong Mr. Fedor?

Fedor Aye.

Delong Ms. Walker?

Walker Aye.

Franz All right. So, that carries 7-0. So, that waiver is granted. On the second waiver, is

there somebody that would like to make the motion?

Fedor I move that the waiver for building materials be approved based on finding in
staff report as presented.

Franz Is there a second?
Grabianowski  Second.

Franz I guess | should have asked if there is any comments, discussions before we
vote? If none, Wayne, would you take roll, please?

DelLong Certainly. Mr. Franz?
Franz Aye.

DelLong Mr. Lewis?

Lewis Aye.

DelLong Mr. Jones?

Jones Aye.

DelLong Ms. Grabianowski?

Grabianowski  Aye.

DeLong Mr. Fedor?
Fedor Aye.
DelLong Ms. Walker?
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DelLong
Papa

Franz

Fedor

Franz
Lewis
Franz
Fedor
Franz
Fedor
Franz
DelLong
Lewis
DelLong
Jones
DelLong
Grabianowski
DelLong
Fedor
DeLong

Ms. Walker

Aye.
Mr. Papa?
Aye.

That motion carries 7-0. So, that waiver is also approved. Then, there’s a motion
to approve the development plan.

I move that docket 2020-19-DP to allow for two-store 12,000 +/- square foot
single tenant office building with related parking areas in the urban industrial 2
zoning district 1-2 urban be approved based on the findings of the staff report
staff recommendations that submitted findings of facts as presented and subject
to resolution of the outstanding review items identified by the town engineer in
Exhibit 6 of the staff report.

Is there a second?

Second.

Is there any questions for the discussion?

Wayne, did | need to add a waiver notice from that, or waiver from?

No, they made proper notice from registered mail.

Okay.

So, if there’s no further discussion, Wayne, would you please take roll?

Mr. Lewis?

Aye.

Mr. Jones?

Aye.

Ms. Grabianowski?

Aye.

Mr. Fedor?

Aye.

Ms. Walker?

Aye.
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DelLong
Mr. Papa
Delong
Franz
Curran

Franz

DelLong

Franz

Grabianowski
Franz

Jones

Franz

All

Franz

Mr. Papa?

Aye.

Mr. Franz?

Aye. So again, 7-0. Development Plan is approved. Mr. Curran, thank you.
Thank you very much, appreciate it.

Next item on the docket, more for informational purposes is 2018-18 DPR
apartment’s amendment to landscaping. Wayne, do you want to speak to that?

Yes. | was happy to. As this board knows, the ordinance allows for staff to
approve minor amendments and we’ve prepared the staff to report those changes
to you. So, that’s what we’re doing this evening. This is actually a topic that we
long promoted back when even Wal-Mart was looking at this site to take
advantage of the point that the established and mature and healthy tree lines have
for purposes of landscaping. Certainly, Aria is doing that as this amendment.
When they put together plans just on the paper, if you will, they put together a
landscape plan that worked but it also in theory required that, you know, mature
landscaping be removed to facilitate the planting of newer species. What has
happened here is they have gone back to the drawing board, analyzed what the
site can provide, and looked and have amended their plans accordingly. Staff has
reviewed that and compared the points and has signed off on that change. So,
what you see is a better preservation of the site natural features, environmental
features, and certainly also at the requirement to replace plantings if those do not
survive. Evidently, that’s the summary of the changes in front of you. I’m happy
to speak to this item.

Did anybody have any questions, comments? All right. Well, thank you, Wayne.
With that being the last item, I guess I will entertain a motion to adjourn.

So moved.
Second?

Second.

All in favor? Aye.
Aye.

The Meeting is adjourned. Thanks a lot.
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Janice Stevanovic

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Janice,

Tricia McClellan <tmcclellan@reasite.com>

Wednesday, August 12, 2020 10:08 AM

Janice Stevanovic

Overley-Worman Park - Planning Commission Development Plan review
Overley Worman Park DP_Public Notice_2020_25_DP.pdf

| have talked with the Parks Department and we would like to request a continuance for the Development Plan review of
Overley-Worman Park to the September meeting. We will be submitting additional information for the
stormwater/erosion control measures including a drainage report for the site to the Zionsville Street and Stormwater
Department and the Boone County SWCD. | have attached the adjoining owner list, copies of the notice sent to
adjoiners, and the signed/notarized affidavit of notice of public hearing. | have not received the proof of publication
from the newspaper but will forward that as soon as | receive it. In the meantime, | have attached the ad receipt from

the newspaper.
Thank you!

Tricia

? ’ Tricia McClellan, PLA, LEED AP

e oW Principal

RUNDELL ERNSTBERGER ASSOCIATES
Landscape Architecture + Urban Design + Planning
815 W Market Street, Suite 504, Louisville, KY 40202

T [502] 561.8676 C[502]216.0179

WWww.reasite.com
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Patrick L. Callahan
670 Russell Lake W Drive
Zionsville, Indiana 46077

August 11,2020

Via E-mail to JStevanovic(@zionsville-in.gov and WDeLong@zionsville-in.gov

Wayne DeLong

Director of Planning & Economic Development
Town of Zionsville

1100 West Oak Street

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Janice Stevanovic

Planning II/Project Manager

Department of Planning & Economic Development
Town of Zionsville

1100 West Oak Street

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Re:  Petition 2020-10-Z (Windhaven) Pending Before the Plan Commission of the
Town of Zionsville (the “Petition”)

Dear Wayne and Janice:

I live at 670 Russell Lake W Drive (Boone County Tax ID Parcel No. 003-02550-00). 1
understand that my property is proposed as part of the discharge outlet for Petitioner’s
subdivision.

There is only a 10-foot wide drainage easement on the northern part of my property. This
is very narrow, and under no circumstances, do I intend to give Petitioner more than the 10 feet
allowed in the plat of Russell Lake Subdivision, Section 2. This includes the temporary deposit
of excavated soil. All construction activities, including the deposit of excavated soil, must be
completely confined to this 10-foot easement. I do not intend to permit construction activities of
any kind on the remainder of my property. To this end, I would request that, to the extent the
Plan Commission is inclined to approve the Petition, that the Plan Commission impose a
condition of approval requiring Petitioner (at Petitioner’s expense) to have this 10-foot easement
surveyed off and construction fencing installed so as to confine their activities to the easement
area.

I would also like to make another point for the Plan Commission’s consideration. I have
drainage problems in this area under current conditions. For example, when it rains the water
from the field west of my property (which is the land at issue in this re-zone request) floods my
back and side yards and it takes days of dry weather to dry it out plus I can’t mow when needed.
Designing the drainage of the subdivision that is the subject of the Petition to the current release
rate will only make our problems worse. I understand that Petitioner is legally only allowed to
discharge to the current release rate (although this Plan Commission has the discretion to impose
more stringent requirements as part of this rezoning request), but that does not change the fact
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that the subdivision will cause more water overall to be released onto my property than under
current conditions. The only difference will be that discharge will be more frequent and more
prolonged than what I receive under current conditions. That means that my drainage problems
will become more frequent and more prolonged. Since I have drainage problems under current
conditions, this subdivision must be designed to a release rate that is much less than under
current conditions. Otherwise, it will only exacerbate—over time—the drainage problems I
experience currently.

I do not think Petitioner has submitted sufficient information with regard to the drainage
plans to allow you to approve this Petition at this time. I would ask that you require Petitioner to
submit preliminary drainage calculations to show that Petitioner will be releasing at a rate lower
than the existing conditions.

For the reasons stated in this letter, I would respectfully request that the Petition be

denied. Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Pat Callairon

Patrick Callahan
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Janice Stevanovic

From: Stephanie Domagalski <scdomagal@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 2:57 PM

To: Janice Stevanovic

Subject: Opposing Windhaven PUD

Hello,

I am writing you today to express my strong opposition to the petition to rezone the Windhaven farmland off of
Oak Street to a PUD zone.

As a resident of Zionsville, I'm concerned with the layout of this PUD. The homes they want to build would be
10 ft apart and offer minimal green space. This is far from the look and feel Zionsville.

I’m also concerned with the traffic this would add to an already congested, and at times dangerous street, in
Zionsville.

Additionally, I'm frustrated by the accommodation to hold this rezoning petition virtually. For a development
that would effect the town as significantly as this would, it appears to be slipping under the radar - taking
advantage of the Covid restrictions to assemble in person.

Please reject this proposal to rezone and do not recommend it be passed.

Thank you,
Stephanie Woodhams
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Angela Tucker
668 Russell Lake W Drive
Zionsville, Indiana 46077

August 12, 2020

Via E-mail to JStevanovic@zionsville-in.gov and WDeLong@zionsville-in.gov

Wayne Delong

Director of Planning & Economic Development
Town of Zionsville

1100 West Oak Street

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Janice Stevanovic

Planning II/Project Manager

Department of Planning & Economic Development
Town of Zionsville

1100 West Oak Street

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Re:  Petition 2020-10-Z (Windhaven) Pending Before the Plan Commission of the
Town of Zionsville (the “Petition™)

Dear Wayne and Janice:

[ live at 668 Russell Lake W Drive (Boone County Tax ID Parcel No. 003-003-09080-
00). I'understand that my property is proposed as part of the discharge outlet for Petitioner’s
subdivision. Specifically, I understand that Petitioner has sent an e-mail to my next-door
neighbor (Pat Callahan) referencing a so-called “prescriptive” easement on my property and
indicating their intent to “request...additional easement area” from me. That e-mail is attached
here as well.

Although my property has a Russell Lake address, my property is unplatted. As a result,
there are no platted drainage easements on my property for drainage or otherwise. I have not
given, nor do I intend to give, a drainage easement allowing Petitioner to cross my property with
its proposed drainage infrastructure.

As to the reference of a “prescriptive” easement, I dispute this claim. Prescriptive
easements (or easements by adverse possession) generally “are not favored in the law.”
Carnahan v. Moriah Prop. Owners Ass'n., Inc., 716 N.E.2d 437, 441 (Ind. 1999). In Fraley v.
Minger, 829 N.E.2d 476 (Ind. 2005), the Indiana Supreme Court reformulated the elements for
establishing adverse possession, which also apply for establishing prescriptive easements.
Specifically, the Court held that the claimant in such circumstances must establish clear and
convincing proof of (1) control, (2) intent, (3) notice, and (4) duration. Id. at 486. Ind. Code §
32-23-1-1 provides that an easement may not be acquired by adverse use unless the use is
uninterrupted for at least twenty (20) years. The Indiana Court of Appeals has reasoned that the
twenty -year period of adverse use will not begin to run against a title owner until the property is
conveyed to the title owner. See Downing v. Owens, 809 N.E.2d 444, 450 (Ind. App. 2004).

Received
8-13-2020
Town of Zionsville




Wayne DeLong and Janice Stepanovic
August 12, 2020
Page 2 of 2

Aside from the questions of control and intent (I certainly have not intended to give anyone an
easement across my property and no one has exerted any sort of control over my property against
my wishes), there has been no “notice.” I would have no way of knowing about any
underground pipes on my property. They are certainly not open and notorious. I do hereby
dispute the claim of adverse possession pursuant to Ind. Code § 32-23-1-2, and I will be giving
the requisite statutory notice of the disputed claim to the owners of record as well. Thus, to my
knowledge, Petitioner has no legal right to cross my property to outlet its drainage to the Russell
Lake pond.

Moreover, even if some prescriptive easement did exist, that does not give the claim a
right to expand the scope of its prescriptive use either in nature, scope, or area. Presumably,
Petitioner acknowledges this given their stated intent to “request...additional easement area”
from me (which, as stated above, I will not grant).

Petitioner has no legal right to access my property. I do not intend to grant them an
easement of any sort. To the extent that a lack of access to my property renders them without a
drainage easement which complies with the Town Code, I would respectfully request that the
Petition be denied. Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

(uadle Dualon

Angela Tucker
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From: Jonathan Isaacs <jisaacs@mihomes.com>
Date: Wed, Aug 12,2020 at 11:58 AM

Subject: Proposed Windhaven Project

To: plctriplec@gmail.com <plctriplec@gmail.com>

Mr. Callahan,

I am with MI Homes and the person working on the proposed Windhaven project. I am aware
that you have concerns regarding the drainage in the rear and side of your property. We have
been working with Ken Hedge, County Surveyor and plan to have an on-site meeting with Ken
Hedge and all of the effected property owners in Russel Lake. We are working on getting in
touch with everyone along the drainage route.

Currently, the existing pond flows through a pipe that crosses Angela Tuckers property (668
Russel Lake West Drive) and is connected to the cross pipe under the road between you and Ms.
Tuckers property. The current plan is to move the existing pipe along the common property line
where the 10 foot easement on your property is currently located. We will be seeking an
additional easement from Angela Tucker in order to relocate the pipe. Otherwise, the pipe is
permitted to remain in place in the prescriptive easement in Angela Tuckers yard. We feel it is a
better resolution to move it into an easement and allow Angela Tucker to reclaim some of her
yard back.

The plan would be to utilize the existing platted easement and add to the easement area by
requesting Angela Tucker to provide additional easement in exchange for relocating the pipe to
the side of her property.

I understand that you also may have some concerns that your property has standing water after
rain events and that it comes from the Windhaven field. We should be able to address that
during the development as we will be required to take our water to the retention pond and
provide a restricted flow. We currently have plans to restrict the flow through the outlet pipe as
part of the development approval. As I stated at the beginning of the email, we are also
planning on a neighbor meeting with the County Surveyor which we can walk the properties and
cover any additional concerns with the County Surveyor and our design engineer.

The current process we are going through is rezoning. If the zoning is approved, we will then be
able to get much more detail on the drainage before we are back for a primary plat. Please let
me know if you have any questions. I would be happy to come out and meet you at your
residence and you can show me areas of your concern.

Thank you,

Jonathan Isaacs
Land Acquisition Manager
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M/I Homes of Indiana, L.P. | Land Phone: (317) 475-3629
8425 Woodfield Crossing Blvd. | 100W | Indianapolis, IN | 46240 Mobile: (317) 693-0448
www.mihomes.com/Indianapolis jisaacs@mihomes.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not
the intended recipient of this message, please contact the sender by reply email or phone and delete/destroy all copies of
this message.
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MELISSA RHODES GARRARD
ATTORNEY AT LAW, P.C.

August 7, 2020
Via E-mail

Wayne DelLong

Director of Planning & Economic Development
Town of Zionsville

1100 West Oak Street

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Janice Stevanovic

Planning II/Project Manager

Department of Planning & Economic Development
Town of Zionsville

1100 West Oak Street

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Re: Petition 2020-10-Z (Windhaven) Pending Before the Plan Commission of the Town
of Zionsville (the “Petition”)

Dear Wayne and Janice:

This letter is written in reply to the materials submitted—after the close of business on the
filing deadline of July 31, 2020—by the Petitioner (the “Additional Materials”). Again, I am
directing this letter to your attention in the hopes that you will address the Remonstrators’ concerns
in your Staff Report, but I would also request that you forward this letter to the Members of the
Plan Commission with their packet for the August meeting and then subsequently to the Members
of the Town Council as well.

Petitioner’s Additional Materials do not contain any meaningful updates or changes. Indeed,
after no less than 3 continuances and more than 3 months after receiving my letter detailing the
Remonstrators’ concerns in very specific detail, it appears that the most substantive “change” to
Petitioner’s application is the colorization of a one-page, not-to-scale “landscape plan.” No material
revisions were made, however—Petitioner merely added some pink and purple dots in place of what
were previously grayscale dots.

On certain items, such as roadway design, Petitioner further has refused to address Staff’s
comments—standing on its deviations from the Town of Zionsville’s technical standards over
Staff’s objections. It references a traffic study which Staff had requested and was purportedly the
Petitioner’s basis for seeking a continuance from the June Plan Commission meeting, but it has not
provided it for Staff’s or the public’s review. As a result, neither Staff nor the public have seen the
traffic study or had an opportunity to evaluate its assumptions, methodology or recommendations.
Petitioner references a conversation with the County Surveyor about drainage, but they did not
include the Town Engineer in this meeting, nor have they provided any additional materials to the
Town Engineer for him to review with respect to drainage.

POST OFFICE BOX 478 « LEBANON, INDIANA 46052
TELEPHONE 765.482.4000 « E-MAIL mgarrard@tds.net Received
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Nor, as far as Remonstrators can tell, has Petitioner addressed Commissioner Jones’s
comments from the May Plan Commission meeting to the effect that the “drawings that are
provided don’t have enough definition that we can determine” where setbacks, drainage easements,
and bufferyards begin and end or merge into each other despite Commissioner Jones’s direction to
Petitioner that it needed to “provide some better documentation” and Petitioner’s undertaking to
Commissioner Jones to “prepare something that is a little more...when [Petitioner| come[s] back.”

In several regards, the revisions set forth in the Additional Materials represent a step
backwards. For example, there is a 31% reduction in required Open Space from the original PUD
Ordinance to the current, proposed “PUD Ordinance” and several of what little architectural
standards there were to begin with have been watered down.

Petitioner has never made any type of good faith effort to negotiate with Remonstrators.
Petitioner met with the Board of Directors of Enclave HOA (not the residents in general) on
February 13, 2020, but no resident from the Russell Lake was invited. After Petitioner presented its
initial generic presentation (and in subsequent written correspondence), the Enclave HOA board
members voiced concerns about the PUD device, drainage, lot sizes, setbacks, easements, density
and lack of meaningful landscape buffers. Petitioner promised at this meeting to work with the
adjacent residents and hold another meeting with the adjacent residents before submitting a petition
to the town. However, notwithstanding this promise, Petitioner proceeded to file the Petition on
March 16, 2020, without meeting with the adjacent residents prior to filing. Moreover, the Petition
filed on March 16, 2020, did meaningfully address the issues that had been raised by the Enclave
HOA (such as buffering/landscaping and overall density). It was essentially the same project as in
its initial generic presentation made on February 13, 2020.

After receiving my detailed letter of May 7, 2020, Petitioner again met with some
representatives of the Remonstrator group on May 13. But again, Petitioner gave the same exact
generic presentation that continued to leave unaddressed the detailed concerns expressed by the
neighbors. They were not prepared to, and did not, in fact, engage on any of the issues raised in my
letter of May 7. Nor have they substantively engaged on any of the issue raised in my May 7 letter at
any time since.

Thus, Petitioner’s representation at the May 18 Plan Commission meeting that they “had a
neighborhood meeting” is disingenuous and misleading. They did hold a meeting. But they ignored
everything we said at that meeting. The Plan Commission should not be under any misconception
that Petitioner has actually been working with the Remonstrators.

Unlike many jurisdictions in Central Indiana, Zionsville has never been a “cram-down-the-
remonstrators’-throats” type of zoning jurisdiction. It has taken pride in that. It has likewise taken
pride in its ability to attract quality development that, on the whole, satisfies the legitimate concerns
of neighbors in the area. It has always encouraged developers to attempt to work out satisfactory
concessions with the neighbors. This speaks to the character of the Town and the sense of
community it wants to engender. There is nothing about this proposal which warrants a change in
that model for doing zoning business in this community.
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1. The Additional Materials confirm that a PUD is not an appropriate tool for
this project.

In my May 7 letter, I explained that, traditionally, PUDs are used to address multi-use
projects. They are not intended for single-use, single builder residential development with uniform
density and only one level of product. Indeed, the Town of Zionsville’s Zoning Ordinance reflects
the same considerations. Section 194.142 of the Town Code states clearly: “It is the intent of the
PUD to provide flexibility with regard to the mixture of land uses.” (emphasis added). Further,
Section 194.024(B) defines a Planned Unit Development as “[a] district established to allow
development of an area of land as a single entity for a number of uses conforming to an approved
development plan...” (emphasis added). Table 1 of Section 194.081 indicates that PUD’s are
intended to “allow a variety of innovative uses.” (emphasis added). Indeed, “conformity to the
purpose and intent of the PUD” ordinance is the very first criteria specified in the standards for
review. See Town Code § 194.148 (A). It is clear that the Zoning Ordinance contemplates that there
must be some compelling reason for using a PUD in lieu of one of the existing zoning
classifications.

Petitioner has not responded to any of these criticisms. In fact, their Additional Materials
reinforce the fact that a PUD is not an appropriate device in this case.

In response to my previous criticisms regarding how pootly drafted their initial PUD
ordinance was, Petitioner has apparently decided that the way to remedy these deficiencies was to
delete essentially everything from the text of the PUD ordinance except for the bulk area
development standards and a few, not-to-scale picture attachments. The text of Petitioner’s PUD
ordinance is now only 2 %4 pages long. First, I would say that, in over two decades of zoning
practice in Indiana, including time spent as counsel to the Boone County Area Plan Commission, I
have NEVER seen a 2 Vi-page PUD ordinance. If the PUD is only to be 2 Vi-pages, surely we
could accomplish the same result using traditional zoning with variances and/or written
commitments—or perhaps traditional zoning utilizing the Open Space Subdivision provisions
already provided in the Zionsville Town Code.' And I would suggest that 2 PUD which specifies R3
density but otherwise makes no further substantive changes to the zoning ordinance is essentially an
R3 rezoning in both purpose and effect.

In their comments at the May 18 Plan Commission meeting, Petitioner’s only defense of the
PUD device in this case was that it “lends itself very nicely for infill projects.” Actually, I would
submit that the opposite is true. PUD’s are best used for larger, mixed-use, mixed-density projects,

LAsT suggested in my May 7 letter, the sole purpose for using a PUD in this case appears to be merely as a device to
disguise the density of the project and unusual (given past planning practice in this community) waivers from technical
standards). However, except for the density, which I will address in further detail below, the developer could achieve
EVERY SINGLE ONE of its reduced Development Standards (Exhibit E to the revised proposed “PUD Ordinance”
included with the Additional Materials) by simply utilizing the existing cluster/open space subdivision provisions
available to the R-SF-2 zoning classification. Attached to this letter as Exhibit A please find a chart where I have
compared the development standards and densities of the various residential zone classifications available in the Town
(including separate columns for Open Space Subdivisions in the R-SF-1 and R-SF-2 districts), the standards specified in
Exhibit E to the revised proposed “PUD Ordinance” included with the Additional Materials, and the standards and
densities of various neighboring subdivisions (Russell Lake, Enclave, and Shannon Springs)
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particularly with shared amenities (none of which are present in Petitionet’s proposal). When used
with small, infill projects, they look rather more like inappropriate spot zoning.

Moreover, I would suggest that on the very same August 17 Agenda where this matter will
be heard, the Plan Commission has docketed a similar infill project in the same area. Petition 2020-
24-7. (Kendalwood Realty) seeks a rezoning from R1 to R2 on land just to the other side of the
Russell Lake subdivision. If that developer can use traditional zoning for a similar infill project that
is literally within a stone’s throw of the property that is the subject of the Petition, there is no reason
why Petitioner cannot also develop this property with traditional zoning, particularly given the Open
Space Subdivision provisions already available in the Zionsville Zoning Ordinance.

2. The density and development standards specified in the proposed PUD
Ordinance have not changed significantly and are still too intense.

The only significant change in the proposed “PUD Ordinance” is the change in the
specification for the Minimum Floor Area from 900 square feet to 1750 square feet.” However,
Petitioner shouldn’t really get credit for this “straw man” concession since the 900-square-foot
standard originally specified was patently absurd in this neighborhood from the outset. The
currently specified Minimum Floor Area of 1750 square feet is still almost 30% smaller than the
minimum floor area specified in the neighboring Enclave, but, if the Petitioner showed the slightest
inclination to address Remonstrator’s objections regarding density and buffering, probably would
not be as problematic.

In that regard, Petitioner has not reduced the density of this project one iota. It was 58 units
on 24.283 acres when first filed on March 16, 2020, and it is still 58 units on 24.283 actes for an
overall density of 2.4 units per acre. As the chart attached as Exhibit A demonstrates, the density of
the proposed PUD is about a third more dense than the adjacent Enclave and Russell Lake
subdivisions (which are both comparable in density at 1.83 and 1.8, respectively) and almost 7 times
more dense than neighboring Shannon Springs. Tellingly, it is almost 40% more dense than the
neighboring property you are also considering for zone map change at the August 17 Plan
Commission meeting (Petition 2020-24-Z-Kendalwood Realty).’

Petitioners apparently cites some comments by Mike Andreoli (who is not representing any
party in this current remonstrance) at the hearing on the CarDon development proposal as some
sort of suggestion that Remonstrators are estopped to challenge the density of any single-family
development of this property of less than 175 units (an equivalent density of 7.2 units per acre).
First of all, Mr. Andreoli did not represent, nor did he speak for, all of the current clients that I
represent in this remonstrance. Second, it is just not true that the adjoiners agreed to single-family
density of 7.2 units per acre on this property. I do not believe it is even possible to place 175 single-
family detached homes on 24.283 acres. Tiny houses, maybe? Although I am not aware of any tiny
house development in Boone County. Even the maximum density allowed in the R-V zone district
is 5.45. 7.2 units per acre would be 30% more dense than even the densest single-family housing
that exists in the Town of Zionville. It is patently disingenuous to suggest that is what the

% There is a little bit of confusion in this regard. The proposed revised “PUD Ordinance” specifies 1750 squate feet, but
the Petitioner’s Executive Summary specifies 1700 square feet.
¥ The developer of the Kendalwood Realty project is committing to a maximum density of 1.5 units per acre.
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remonstrators in the CarDon project meant. And, of course, we all know that wasn’t what Mr.
Andreoli said. He was representing remonstrators against a multi-family, attached development
project. It is simply an apples-to-oranges comparison. In addition, it is clear from the record of this
matter, that 175 units was NOT what the remonstrators were advocating. Rather, they were asking
that the project be denied in its entirety. The suggestion of 175 units was just a hypothetical
alternative which cut the CarDon density roughly by half (the Petition sought 330 units) which the
remonstrators were suggesting in the hypothetical event they were going to be forced to accept that
project. Mr. Andreoli’s specific written comments make this clear. He states “my clients are still
adamantly opposed to this Zone Map Change”, the items referenced in that letter (including the
reduction from 330 units to 175 units) would only “satisfy...to some extent, [his clients’] needs and
concerns,” and the reduction from 330 units to 175 was necessary to make the CarDon
Development “remotely compatible with the surrounding area.” This is not the language of a
person who is agreeing to anything. See Letter from Michael |. Andreoli to Wayne A. Del ong, dated
February 3, 2015, attached hereto as Exhibit B. And this term was also tied to other terms including
an 8-foot high brick or masonry wall along the entire perimeter and all-masonry construction on the
structures. To my knowledge, Petitioner is not offering to build the 8-foot high brick wall (in fact,
their landscaping does not even comply with the minimum requirements of the Zoning Ordinance)
which Mr. Andreoli included as part of this bundle of requests.

The only reason that Petitioner cherry-picks and twists and contorts Mr. Andreoli’s words is
to create a red herring to distract from the fact that they cannot otherwise defend the compatibility
of the density they seek with the Comprehensive Plan. If they had any other more compelling
reason to justify their density, they would not have relied on this argument.

The lot sizes are still generally about half the size of the lots in Enclave and Russell Lake.!
In fact, the closest comparable lot area standard is in the R-V (Residential Village district) with 8,000
square feet.

Other development standards proposed by the developer are also concerning. Exhibit A
attached hereto sets forth a updated comparison of the revised development standards proposed by
the developer with the existing standards of various residential zone classifications set forth in
Zionsville’s Zoning Ordinance. The green shading on Exhibit A shows where the proposal meets
the R-SF-2 standard. The yellow shading shows where the developer’s PUD standard is concerning
and the closest match to the standard in the Town’s residential districts. And the red shading shows
where the developer’s standard is completely unacceptable—either because it has been omitted
entirely or because it corresponds to a residential zone classification which is too intense for this
property. As you can see, most of the standards specified in the developer’s PUD Ordinance
correspond to an R-SF-4 or R-V. We can only surmise that the reason for employing a PUD in this

4 While the Concept Plan generally depicts 9,000 square foot lots, Exhibit E to the proposed PUD Ordinance allows a
minimum of 7,500 square feet of Lot Area. As you know, the numbers that are on the picture are not binding on the
Petition. Rather, only the PUD Ordinance is binding, and in the event of any conflict, the text controls over the picture.
Thus, the developer would be allowed 7,500 squate foot lots. Itis clear that continuing to include this 7,500 square-foot
lot standard was not an unintentional oversight on Petitionet’s part as Remonstrators have previously pointed this
standard out to them and they have not changed it—even though they have changed another standard set forth on
Exhibit E. The 7,500 minimum lot size standard must be presumed to be intentional, and the Plan Commission should
plan on that being the standard for this development, if approved.
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case is because the developer knows that neither the Plan Commission nor the Town Council would
ever approve R-SF-4 or R-V zoning outright on these parcels.

3. The Petition is still not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and the
reason proffered by the Petitioner for deviation is not compelling.

It is clear that this Petition does not comply with the Comprehensive Plan. The
Comprehensive Plan explains that “Single-Family Residential-Low Density category provides for a
mixture of housing opportunities similar in scale with a density ranging from less than 1.0 to 2.0
Dwelling Units per gross acre.” At a density of 2.4 units per acre and with other development
standards that deviate greatly from existing development to which it is adjacent, the proposed
Windhaven PUD is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.” The developer even admits that
this project is a “medium density” residential project which is not supported by the Comprehensive
Plan. See M/ PowerPoint Presentation filed on May 1, 2020, at p. 5. Moteovet, almost all of the other
development standards other than the overall density correlate to an R-SF-4 or R-V zoning
classification.

Petitioner’s only defense in support of its lack of compliance with the Comprehensive Plan
is that the Comprehensive Plan is old. See Executive Summary in Additional Materials at p.1 (““The
current comp plan was developed over 20 years ago and prior to many of the developments that
have been built along Oak Street toward 1-65.”). However, there have been no significant changes
in conditions in the Town of Zionsville which would support such a significant deviation from the
Comprehensive Plan. The residents who purchased adjacent to these properties in reliance on the
Comprehensive Plan have vested expectations. And there have been no new “developments” in the
Town of Zionsville which would support deviating from the Comprehensive Plan. In fact the other
development in the area that is on the Plan Commission’s Agenda for August 17 (Kendalwood
Realty) specifically undercuts this argument with its 1.5 units per acre density. The Town of
Zionsville has certainly not approved any “developments along Oak Street towards 1-65” which are
as dense as what the Petitioner seeks. In fact, as Petitioner well knows since its Area President was
the Vice President of LLand Acquisition and Development at Ryland when the Blackstone
subdivision was developed, the Blackstone subdivision “along Oak Street towards I-65” and within
the Town of Zionsville’s zoning jurisdiction is actually less dense than either Enclave or Russell
Lake at 1.64 units per acre and 30% less dense than the density requested in the Petition. It provides
no support for a deviation from the density standards set forth in the Comprehensive Plan for
development in this area. And to the extent that the Town of Whitestown may have approved
more intense developments along Whitestown Parkway, that is not a compelling reason for Town
of Zionsville to change its Comprehensive Plan.

4. With regard to drafting, the 2 '4-page revised proposed “PUD Ordinance” is
even worse that it was before.

As set forth above, Petitioner’s response to my criticism of the drafting of their previous
proposed PUD Ordinance was to delete the text of the Ordinance almost entirely. While it has now

5 In fact, the Windhaven PUD’s 2.4 density is on the higher end of the range designated for Single-Family Residential-
Medium Density which is not prescribed for this area by the Comprehensive Plan.
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specified a default zoning as required pursuant to Section 194.147(Q) of the Town Code, the new
version of the proposed “PUD Ordinance” seems to be precisely calculated to introduce ambiguities
which Petitioner may exploit later. For example, the original proposed PUD Ordinance contained
walvers from certain standards of the Town: Section 11.4 (waiver of Section 193.052(B)(13)(e) of
the Zoning Ordinance regarding angles of intersections), Section 11.5 (waiver of Section
193.052(B)(14) of the Zoning Ordinance regarding cul-de-sac length), Section 11.6 (waiver of
Section 193.052(B)(14)(b) of the Zoning Ordinance regarding safety standards for driveway
location), Section 11.7 (waiver of Table 1, Design Standards for Streets of the Zionsville Design and
Construction Standards regarding curve radii), and Section 11.8 (waiver of Section 50.043(B)(4) of
the Zoning Ordinance regarding drainage easement width). These express waivers have all been
deleted per the 2 Va-page revised proposed “PUD Ordinance.” However, Petitioner still attaches
Exhibits which depict non-compliance with those technical standards. Petitioner is apparently
seeking to assert an estoppel argument in the future of “waiver by picture.” At least the previous
version of the PUD Ordinance was more intellectually honest.

5. A Traffic Impact Study is warranted and was ordered by the Building
Commissioner; Petitioner has not provided it.

In my May 7 letter, I set forth that the Building Commissioner justified was justified in
requiting a Traffic Impact Study as regards this project. SR 334/Oak Street is a very busy,
congested thoroughfare. It is extremely dangerous even now. Serious accidents—some even with
fatalities—are a regular occurrence here. See https://www.theindychannel.com/news/local-
news/boone-county/road-neatr-zionsville-concerns-neighborhood-after-deadly-crash-this-weekend
(one neighbor described a recent accident as like hearing a transformer blow up). While the town
has installed a stop light at the intersection of SR 334/Oak Street and Kissel Road, that has only
increased congestion further to the east.

The Building Commissioner agreed and, subsequent to the May Plan Commission meeting,
otrdered a Traffic Impact Study. In fact, the pendency of the Traffic Impact Study was the stated
reason for the continuance from the June Plan Commission meeting.

Petitioner references the recommendations of the Traffic Impact Study, but, at least as of
August 3, 2020 (after the filing deadline), it had not submitted the report itself (despite Staff’s
express inquiry on August 1, 2020) so that Staff and the public may examine its methodology,
assumptions, and actual recommendations. Neither the Plan Commission nor the public is required
to take Petitioner’s word for it. The Traffic Impact Study should have been provided, and it is too
late now to submit it in anticipation of the August Plan Commission meeting.

6. Other street design elements are still deficient.

In addition, it would appear that Town Code may require the developer to donate additional
right-of-way for Oak Street. See Town Code § 193.052(B)(16)(A). There is nothing in the Additional
Materials which would suggest that the developer is dedicating such right-of-way. Compare
https://www.theindychannel.com/news/local-news/boone-county/road-near-zionsville-concerns-

neighborhood-after-deadly-crash-this-weekend (even the local neighbors indicate they would be
willing to grant right-of-way to expand the road to improve its safety).


https://www.theindychannel.com/news/local-news/boone-county/road-near-zionsville-concerns-neighborhood-after-deadly-crash-this-weekend
https://www.theindychannel.com/news/local-news/boone-county/road-near-zionsville-concerns-neighborhood-after-deadly-crash-this-weekend
https://www.theindychannel.com/news/local-news/boone-county/road-near-zionsville-concerns-neighborhood-after-deadly-crash-this-weekend
https://www.theindychannel.com/news/local-news/boone-county/road-near-zionsville-concerns-neighborhood-after-deadly-crash-this-weekend
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As to the interior roadway design, Section 11.5 of the previous proposed PUD Ordinance
sought a waiver from Section 193.052(B)(14) for the excessive length of the cul-de-sac. Per Banning
Engineering’s submission on 5-1-2020, “[t]he entire subdivision does not meet [this] requirement.”
As discussed above, this explicit waiver has been deleted from the revised proposed “PUD
Ordinance” submitted with the Additional Materials, but the drawings attached still reflect non-
compliance with this provision of the Zoning Ordinance. The same can be said with several other
safety standards regarding roadway design as set forth in Section 4 of this letter.

In addition, the developer is still seeking a waiver from the requirement specified in Section
193.052(B)(4) for a secondary means of access for the subdivision. As detailed more fully in my
May 7 letter, the Town has expressly denied a waiver of this required to previous clients of mine
with a smaller proposed subdivision and a better (although still non-standard) secondary emergency
access drive on a smaller subdivision than is proposed by the Petitioner. There is nothing special
about this project which justifies deviating from this requirement in this instance.

7. The open space and bufferyards are still inadequate.

The revised proposed “PUD Ordinance” submitted with the Additional Materials actually
REDUCES the amount of required Open Space. Section 12.2 of the original PUD Ordinance
submitted required a minimum of twenty-two and seven-tenths percent (22.7%) of the total area of
the subdivision to be allocated to Open Space. Given the acreage of this subdivision, this equates to
5.51 acres. Exhibit E of the revised “PUD Ordinance” submitted with the Additional Materials
requires on 3.8 acres be allocated to Open Space. This represents a 31% reduction in required Open
Space from their initial filing.

As to the bufferyard requirements, it is virtually impossible to tell if Petitioner is complying
with the current requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, let alone the additional buffering requested
by Remonstrators. The text portions of the landscaping and bufferyard requirements set forth in the
original PUD Ordinance submitted by Petitioner (Section 6 of the previous PUD Ordinance) have,
excepting a small footnote on Exhibit C-2, been deleted in their entirety and replaced by the
attachment (Exhibit C) of a not-to-scale (and severely pixelated—which makes it impossible to
zoom in close enough to read any of the dimensions) picture which contains a disclaimer that the
“actual, landscaping, design, and installations may vary from those illustrated” on Exhibit C. While
the revised proposed “PUD Ordinance” does purport to add one additional “shade or evergreen
tree” and one additional ornamental tree per 100 lineal feet along the perimeter, the Petitioner has
deleted all size requirements for plantings from the original PUD Ordinance.

Petitioner’s bufferyard does not meet even the existing requirements of the Zoning
Otrdinance. As I explained in my May 7 letter, if this were a Rural R-3 project (which is the
equivalent zoning based on the density notwithstanding that the proposed revised “PUD
Ordinance” purports to select a different zone classification as the default; this is also the zoning to
which Petitioner itself compares the project on page 5 of M/I’s PowerPoint submission filed on
May 1, 2020), a Bufferyard D would be required along the entire perimeter of the project. See Town
Code § 194.111(L)(3)(b)(1) and Table 7 (R-3 to either R-1 or R-2=Bufferyard D). Bufferyard D
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requires a minimum of 15-30 feet of area, and the planting requirements become more intense at the
narrower widths.

The east, west, and south portions of perimeter of this project do not meet even the
minimum width standard. The proposed PUD proposes to reduce the required bufferyard to 10
feet when a minimum 15 feet would otherwise be required. Moreover, as I set forth in more detail,
the bufferyards should be common area which is developed and maintained (by and HOA) in a
harmonious and uniform manner. The definition of “bufferyard” under the County’s Zoning
Otrdinance (which is where this bufferyard scheme is taken) does not include landscape easements
and thus would not have allowed the bufferyards to be included as part of bulk area requirements
for lots.

Furthermore, Petitioner has deleted all shrubbery which is required by the terms of the
existing Zoning Ordinance.

In addition to the minimum required Bufferyard D, the Town has the discretion to require a
higher level Bufferyards and Fence/Berm/Wall combinations in connection with a PUD. See Town
Code § 194.111(L)(3)(b)(1) and Table 7. Remonstrators would request a Bufferyard I with a BW1
berm/wall requirement.

In the February 13, 2020 meeting with the Board members of the Enclave HOA, Petitioner
represented that this project would look like Petitionet’s development in Hunter’s Run in Fishers.
They directed the Board members to look towards that community to inform their opinion with
regard to site design. Hunter’s Run includes a large perimeter berm as depicted in Exhibit C
attached to this letter.

8. The landscaping standards and specifications are inadequate.

Section 194.147(F) of the Town Code requires that an application for a PUD include the
“[IJocation, height and material of all fences, walls, screens, planting and landscaping” and “[p]lans
for protection of abutting properties, including buffers, screening and landscaping.” The two-page
picture submitted by Petitioners can hardly be called a “landscape plan.” Apparently it is just
“conceptual” and not an actual landscape plan as it contains a disclaimer that “actual, landscaping,
design, and installations may vary.” Regardless, this two-page document still does not specify the
“height” or the “material” of the plantings. The two-page document is not a landscape plan, and it
is not sufficient for the consideration of a PUD pursuant to Section 194.147(F) of the Town Code.

9. In addition to a real landscape plan, the PUD submission is also missing
several other components required by the Zoning Ordinance.

In addition to the landscape plan required by subsection (f), Section 194.147 of the Town
Code also requires the following to be submitted in connection with an application for a PUD, all of
which are missing in this case:

(D) ...restrictive covenants;
Kk K Ok %
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(G) Proposed development timetable, including all planned phases of the project;
(H) ...the location of all existing easements, section lines and property lines,
existing ... buildings and other existing physical features in or adjoining the project;
(I) The location and character of construction of proposed ... driveways ... and
outdoor lighting systems;

(J) The location and sizes of existing and proposed sanitary and storm sewers, water
mains, culverts and other underground facilities in or near the project;

Town Code § 194.147. 1 pointed all of these deficiencies out in my May 7 letter and Petitioner still
has not addressed these missing items, a particularly glaring defect since their drainage outlet is in
question.

10. The architectural standards of the proposed PUD are inadequate.

Petitioner has only made superficial changes to the architectural standards, and in at least
one instance, have watered them down. Petitioner still designates the same lots for the architectural
standards (the architectural standards specified in the proposed PUD Ordinance only apply to less
than half of the total lots). Only 19 lots must include two features from a list of architectural
features. A fagade offset is one of the options specified on the list, but the architectural relief has
been reduced from a minimum of 15 feet wide by 7 feet deep to a minimum of 6 feet wide by 2 feet
deep (a pretty substantial reduction). Petitioner has added rear “covered porch” and rear “screen
porch” as separate options where before the list just stated “rear covered porch.” And “rear
pergola” has been deleted as an option on the list. But that is the extent of the changes to the
architectural standards.

An additional 8 lots must have 3-foot wainscoting on all four sides, although no other
architectural standards apply to these lots. This remains unchanged from the original draft of the
PUD Ordinance.

Other than that, there are no architectural standards specified in the supposed proposed
“PUD Ordinance.” Again this goes to the issue of whether a PUD can even be justified in this case.
There is no reason that a 2 Va-page document where the only change from the default zone
classification is increased density and containing no significant architectural standards cannot simply
be handled as a traditional zone classification, perhaps with some written commitments.

As I stated in my May 7 letter, Petitionet’s “architectural standards” is a pretty bare bones
list. There are no anti-monotony standards. There are no limitations on vinyl or aluminum siding.
There are no standards on roof pitches. There are no standards for windows on back or side
elevations which may be seen from the road or adjoining subdivisions. Petitioner has been aware of
these items since May 7 and thus, their absence from the architectural standards must be construed
to be purposeful.

At a minimum, all of the lots adjoining both Enclave and Russell Lake should have masonry
on all four sides at least to the full height of the first floor elevation. It should not be part of a
package of options. Enhanced window treatment (trim a minimum of 3 2”) should also be required
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on all facades and on all four (4) sides of the home where the side or rear elevations are visible from
a right-of-way or adjoining subdivisions. Then, in addition to those elements, there can be a
cafeteria choice from a range of other options. No vinyl or aluminum siding should be permitted.
Roof pitches should by specified. Anti-monotony standards should be included. A more detailed
list of the architectural standards Remonstrators have requested was included in Section 13 of my
May 7 letter. Petitioner has not included any of them.

11. The drainage is inadequate.

As I stated in my May 7 letter, drainage is a significant problem with this project. Its
importance cannot be underestimated. There is a reason why it is near the top of the Town
Engineer’s technical comments. (“The capability, capacity, and suitability of the development will
need to be identified and adequately coordinated”); see also County Surveyor (“The developer will need
to locate a proper drainage outlet for this site”).

In this regard, the PUD application fails to satisfy Town Code Section 193.055(B)(1)(a)
which provides in pertinent part:

Whenever a change of land use occurs, concentrated storm water discharge to
adjacent areas shall not be permitted unless the discharge is conveyed through a
suitable drainage feature to:

An approved outlet within the right-of-way;

An existing drainage easement;

A defined drainageway as approved by the town’s Engineer; or

An open ditch which appears as a dashed or solid blue line on the 7.5
Mmute Series Topographic Quadrangle Map as published by the United
States Geological Survey.

ol o

Notwithstanding Petitioner’s vague, hearsay allusions to conversations with the County
Surveyor regarding capacity improvements that may be necessary (which did not include the Town
Engineer), Petitioner still has not identified an approved outlet within the right-of-way. Indeed,
documents filed to date suggest that the project is draining south and east—towards Enclave and
Russell Lake—and not north to the right-of-way along SR 334/Oak Street. There is no existing
drainage easement or defined drainageway. I have confirmed with the County Surveyor that this site
does not have access to a County Legal Drain. And there is no open ditch which appears as a
dashed or solid blue line on the USGS. So...Town Code Section 193.055(B)(1)(a) (1), (3), and (4)
are not options with regard to this project.

Although it should be Petitioner’s burden to prove that an existing drainage easement does
exist pursuant to Town Code Section 193.055(B)(1)(a)(2), and not Remonstrators’ burden to prove
the negative, since Petitioner has intentionally refused to discharge this burden, Remonstrators will
explain the situation exactly. Attached as Exhibit D is a diagram which shows the precise properties
in Russell Lake which are impacted by Petitionet’s proposed drainage route. Initially, Remonstrators
would note that there are no easements whatsoever showing on the plat for Russell Lake
Subdivision Section 1, and in addition, many of the lots with Russell Lake addresses apparently
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existed prior to platting and thus are not included on any plat. With reference to Exhibit D,
Petitioner proposes to discharge directly onto the Callahan property and from there over to the
Umar/Hull property. There is a 10-foot drainage easement showing on the plat of Russell Lake,
Section 2 for these two lots. We have depicted this 10-foot easement by the pink dotted line on
Exhibit D. Ten feet is an exceptionally narrow drainage easement and does not even meet current
standards, but more importantly, given the narrow area and the placement of the Umar/Hull house
right up against the drainage easement, excavation activities on the Umar/Hull property actually
have the potential to cause structural damage from loss of lateral support, and the Plan Commission
should insist on an opinion from a structural engineer that it is possible to trench and excavate,
staying within the existing 10-foot easement, without causing structural damage to the Umar/Hull
home and any mitigation recommendations should be included as part of any approval of a rezoning
on this property.

Furthermore, the 10-foot platted easement on the Callahan and Umar/Hull properties does
not get Petitioner all the way to the point of discharge at the Russell Lake pond. Petitioner still has
to cross both the Massengill and Gray properties and this is a dead end for it. Massengill and Gray
are both older lots which existed prior to the platting of the Russell Lake subdivision. They are
unplatted, which also means there are no platted easements. Petitioner has no legal right to install
any drainage infrastructure or conduct any construction activities whatsoever on the Massengill and
Gray properties. The Plan Commission should not even consider this Petition until the Petitioner
provides an easement from the owners of the Massengill and Gray properties. There is no drainage
outlet which complies with the Town Code without them.

Moreover, even if they can acquire a drainage easement, the capacity of the pond at Russell
Lake to accept this drainage remains a looming question. This pond has flooded for at least
decades. Sometimes the flooding from this pond even spills over to SR 334/Oak Street. Everyone
(even the Town Engineer and the County Surveyor) needs further information in order to determine
whether the pond at Russell Lake has capacity to accept drainage from the proposed subdivision.
This is particularly true in light of the new Kendalwood Realty project which also implicates the
Russell Lake pond. Given that there are now two subdivisions involved, there needs to be some
drainage master planning. Based on conversations with the County Surveyor, I understand that at
least preliminary drainage calculations (which we don’t have) would be desirable to ascertain whether
this pond has capacity, whether it could be improved to have capacity, what sort of improvements
would be necessary to improve its capacity, and whether these improvements would even be feasible
given the adjacent development. These are all inquiries to which the Plan Commission should have
answers—in writing from both the County Surveyor (as opposed to a hearsay assertion from the
Petitioner) and the Town Engineer—in order to determine whether to rezone this property to a
significantly more intense use and to determine what extractions or written commitments relating to
improvements would be necessary or desirable to seek in connection with a rezoning.

Finally, as to the drainage matters addressed in the proposed PUD, again, while Petitioner
has ostensibly deleted a requested waiver previously requested in Section 11.8 of its original PUD
Ordinance, it has nevertheless attached a drawing which reflects non-compliance with the
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance with regard to the width of drainage easements (waiver by
picture again). This is a ruse to avoid adequate bufferyards as I explained in my May 7 letter.
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Furthermore, to my knowledge, the Boone County Surveyor has NEVER accepted a reduction in
the 30’ drainage easement, and neither has the Town of Zionsville.

12. The Petition does not satisfy statutory and ordinance requirements for
approval.

Nothing has changed on the checklist of all the standards found Ind. Code § 36-7-4-603 and
the Town Zoning Ordinance for approval of rezoning requests, in general, and then PUD
applications in particular, which I previously submitted with my May 7 letter, but I am attaching it
again to this letter as Exhibit E for the Plan Commission’s convenience. Still, of the 18 separately
identified criteria, only one—provision for an appropriate performance bond and its maintenance
upon approval of the proposed development (Town Code § 194.148(I))—supports a PUD rezoning.

13. Petitioner has not addressed a single item in Remonstrator’s previous list of
elements for responsible development.

Again, nothing has changed with respect to the elements of responsible development I
included in Section 13 of my letter of May 7. Petitioner has wholly ignored them. Petitioner has not
addressed them either by substantive revision of their proposal or by rhetoric. I would therefore

reiterate and incorporate by reference all of the matters set forth in Section 13 of my May 7 letter.

I would respectfully request that the Petition be denied. Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Melissa Garrard



Exhibit A - Town of Zionsville Development Standards as Compared to Standards of M/l Windhaven PUD

RE Urban R-E | Shannon Springs R1 R-SF-1 R-SF-1 R2 Russell Lakes Enclave (Secs. Il & lIl only) R-SF-2 R-SF-2 M/I Windhaven PUD R-SF-3 R3 R4 R-SF-4 R-V
(Open Space) (Open Space)
Minimum Acres Per Dwelling Unit
fnimum Acres Fer Dwelling Ln! 3 3 255 1 1 1 06 0.56 055 05 05 037 Not specified 033 0.23 Not specified | Not specified
(with utilities)
Calculated Maximurm Density 033 033 039 1 1 1 1.67 18 1.83 2 2 3 435 436 5.45%
(units per acre)
Minimum Lot Si 43,560 avg. Only two lots under 12,000 | 21,780 avg.
fnimum Lot >lze 5000 130,680 | approx.43,560 | 5,000 o0 ave 6000 5,000 15,000 nly two lots uncer -2, Sbetat 6,000 5,000 5,000 10,000
(square feet per unit) 21,780 min. Most 13,000-21,000 15,000 min.
Minimum Lot Width 45 200 130 45 80-150 80-100 45 100 80-90 (most) 80-150 50 45 45 70
Minimum Lot Frontage
(feet, measured at lot line, excluding 45 100 130 45 80-150 15 45 100 80-90 (most) 40-75 15 45 45 35 50
cul-de-sac lots)
Front Setback 20 40-60 45 20 40 40 20 30 45 35 35 2535 20 20 35
(feet, excluding cul-de-sac lots)
ide Si Not specified 2545 t 45 t 25-45 t 20 t 16 t
side Sideback 5 individual | 25 individual | Pe o0 O | S individual aggregate/ 05 5 individual | 4> 288regate/ Not specified agaregate/ 0-5 3BETEEAM/ | o pidual | 5 individual | 1O 2BEreEAte/
(feet) plat 10-20 individual 20 individual 10-20 individual 7 individual 6 individual
Rear Setback 50 25 20 25 15 20 25 30-40 25 15 20 25 20 20 20 20
(feet)(primary structures)
Maximum Building Height (feet) 40 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
Maximum Lot Coverage 50% 15% Not specified 60% 15% 50% 60% 20% Not specified 20% 50% 55% 25% 70% 70% 30% 35%
Minimum Total Living A
fe;:')m“m otal Living Area (square 1200 1500 Not available 1,200 1,800 1,300 1,200 Not available 2,400 1,500 1,500 1,750 1,200 900 900
Minimum Ground Floor Area (square
feet) 900 1000 Not available 900 1,200 1,200 900 Not available Not available 1,000 1,000 800 750 750 660 650

* Based on minimum lot size only, without allowing for acreage in use for roads, utilities, drainage or open space. Actual density achievable will be much lower when allowance is made for roads, utilities, drainage, and open space.
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Micraer J AnNprEOLI

ATTORNEY AT LAW
1393 West Oak Street
Zionsville, Indiana 46077-1839
(317) 873-6266
Fax (317) 873-6384
mandreoli@datlaw.com

February 3, 2015
Via E-Mail

Wayne A. DelLong, AICP
Town of Zionsville
Department of Planning
1100 W. Oak Street
Zionsville, Indiana 46077

RE: CarDon/Enclave, Russell Lake, Lakeview Drive and Karen Drive
Remonstrators

Dear Wayne:

After the recent Plan Commission Meeting and after reviewing the
changes to the CarDon Development, my clients are still adamantly opposed to
this Zone Map Change. However, in recognition of what the neighborhoods
believe it might take to satisfy, at least to some extent, their needs and concerns
and in order to make the CarDon Development remotely compatible with the
surrounding area, they would suggest the following reasonable modifications to
the proposed development, at a minimum, in the event the Plan Commission
and/or Town Council determine the site is appropriate for this commercial
development:

1. That the Bufferyard being proposed by CarDon be increased and
that they agree to install a eight (8) foot brick or masonry wall and
landscaping buffer to shelter the PUD uses from the surrounding
neighbors. The landscaping buffer should maintain the existing
tree line and be supplemented by a continuous row of eight (8) foot
pine trees.


Melissa
Exhibit B
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In looking at the overall density of the project, and the fact that a
residential project would not even remotely approach such density,
they believe that a density of 175 to 200 units would be the
maximum density to be placed on the site to make it in line with the
surrounding area.

That the road system would have to be redesigned, in particular,
the road along the common border between Russell Lake and the
Skilled and Assisted Nursing Care Facilities. If that road could be
eliminated, and with the appropriate architecture which we will
discuss in a moment, this would go a long way to easing some
concerns.

As far as architectural concerns, we would want the two (2) story
structures to be all brick or masonry and the one (1) story structure
individual units to be brick or masonry on the front and half way up
the back with the rest to be hardi plank. Although the residents
disagree that this is the appropriate location for the project, there is
simply no need for the Developer not to meet the high architectural
standards that Zionsville has adhered to over these many years.

That a low lighting plan should be established as the light diffusion
is of particular concern given the size of this development. Lights
on buildings, etc. should be eliminated or at a minimum and only
low level lighting, not full on illumination, should be throughout the
entire development. No pole light should be permitted.

While | generally believe that with good engineering any
development on the proposed parcels would potentially be a benefit
to the drainage in the area, we are most concerned about where
the outlet will come from and how this might be handled off site.
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7. The sewer and water concerns for me are paramount as to how this
will be accomplished including the location of any lift stations and
how the system may be linked to the adjoining neighbors. |
appreciate your time in meeting with me to help me understand
more about the sewer issue. To that end Russell Lake would ask
that CarDon pay the cost for Russell Lake to get the sewer line to
their property.

Wayne, | would like to sit down with you to get your thoughts regarding
some of these issues and | will certainly welcome any input or attempts to meet
with Mr. Price on any or all of these concerns.

Very truly yours,
/S/
Michael J. Andreoli

cC: Zionsville Plan Commission Members; Zionsville Town Council Members;
Matt Price
MJA/jb



Exhibit C

Berm at Hunter’s Run
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Exhibit E - Factors to Consider for PUD

Pursuant to Ind. Code § 36-7-4-603, the Plan Commission and Against Neutral In Favor of Not Notes

Town Council MUST consider the following in connection with Petition Petition Applicable

any rezoning request:

The comprehensive plan Comprehensive Plan designates
this area as Single-Family
Residential-Low Density with a
prescribed density of 1.0-2.0
units per acre

Current conditions and the character of current structures Development standards in the

and uses in each district PUD deviate greatly from the
existing development to which it
is adjacent

The most desirable use for which the land in each district is This land is adapted for

adapted; residential use, but the
residential use for which it is
adapted is far less intense than
what is proposed

The conservation of property values throughout the Too intense, insufficient

jurisdiction architectural and landscaping
standards, inadequate road
design, inadequate drainage

Responsible development and growth Too intense, insufficient
architectural and landscaping
standards, inadequate road
design, inadequate drainage

Additional Town requirements for approving a zoning change to

a PUD:

Pursuant to Town Code § 194.141, the Plan Commission and the Against Neutral In Favor of Not Notes

Town Council MUST find ALL 4 of the following conditions are Petition Petition Applicable

met:

The characteristics of the specific site development and its Proposed development

land uses proposed for the subject real estate are substantially exceeds density of

compatible with the surrounding area if the development adjoining subdivisions

were limited to those plans and uses as submitted

Land uses, which would not otherwise be permitted to locate Except for density, Petitioner

within the existing zoning districts, are proposed for could achieve exact same

development on a parcel under single or multiple ownership standards with R-SF-2 Open

or management Space Subdivision.

Exceptions or variations from the size, setback, frontage, Variances from development

density, uses or other development standards which are standards are proposed, but

established for a given land use in the other zoning districts X except for density, all other

are permitted as a part of the Planned Unit Development variations could be achieved with

District an R-SF-2 Open Space
Subdivision

The objectives and goals of smart growth are incorporated Not mixed use and nothing

through the utilization of such initiatives as conservation special or innovative about this

developments, integrated mixed-use developments and development

performance-based implementation developments

Pursuant to Town Code § 194.148, the Plan Commission and Against Neutral In Favor of Not Notes

Town Council SHOULD consider: Petition Petition Applicable

Conformity to the purpose and intent of the PUD PUD's are intended for mixed
uses

Quiality of site design Nothing special or innovative
about this design; also design
does not meet Zionsville
standards for two means of
ingress/egress with 30+ lots

Integration of a variety of land uses, building types and Only one land use, building type

densities and density

Preservation of natural features X No special natural features on
this property

Compatibility with adjacent and neighboring land uses

Provision and type of open space and the provision of other

Consistency with the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan designates

Comprehensive Plan this area as Single-Family
Residential-Low Density with a
prescribed density of 1.0-2.0
units per acre

Adequacy of utilities and other public works Sewer will not be available for six
months; drainage is a real
problem

Provision for an appropriate performance bond and its Although not addressed in

maintenance upon approval of the proposed development X Petition, assume this won't be a

problem for M/I




Farooq Umar and Emily Hull
671 Russell Lake W Drive
Zionsville, Indiana 46077

August 12, 2020

Via E-mail to JStevanovic @zionsville-in.gov and WDeLong @zionsville-in. eoy

Wayne DelLong

Director of Planning & Economic Development
Town of Zionsville

1100 West Oak Street

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Janice Stevanovic

Planning II/Project Manager

Department of Planning & Economic Development
Town of Zionsville

1100 West Oak Street

Zionsville, Indiana 46077

Re:  Petition 2020-10-Z (Windhaven) Pending Before the Plan Commission of the
Town of Zionsville (the “Petition™)

Dear Wayne and Janice:

We live at 671 Russell Lake W Drive (Boone County Tax ID Parcel No. 003-02370-00).
We understand that our property is proposed as part of the discharge outlet for Petitioner’s
subdivision.

There is only a 10-foot wide drainage easement on the northern part of our property.
This is very narrow, and under no circumstances, do we intend to give Petitioner more than the
10 feet allowed in the plat of Russell Lake Subdivision, Section 2. This includes the temporary
deposit of excavated soil. All construction activities, including the deposit of excavated soil,
must be completely confined to this 10-foot easement. We do not intend to permit construction
activities of any kind on the remainder of our property. To this end, we would request that, to
the extent the Plan Commission is inclined to approve the Petition, that the Plan Commission
impose a condition of approval requiring Petitioner (at Petitioner’s expense) to have this 10-foot
easement surveyed off and construction fencing installed so as to confine their activities to the
easement area.

More concerning, however, is how close this easement area is to our house. Our home is
extremely close to the southern limit of the narrow easement area. We fear that excavation in
this easement may cause structural damage to our foundation from the loss of lateral support.
We would request that the Plan Commission insist on an opinion from a structural engineer that
it is possible to trench and excavate, staying within the existing 10-foot easement, without
causing structural damage to our home, and we would also request, to the extent that the Plan
Commission is inclined to approve the Petition, that it impose any mitigation recommendations
of said structural engineer as a condition of the Plan Commission’s approval of the Petition.

Received
8-13-2020
Town of Zionsville




Wayne DeLong and Janice Stepanovic
August 12, 2020
Page 2 of 2

We would also like to make another point for the Plan Commission’s consideration. We
have significant drainage problems in this area under current conditions. Major water buildup is
frequent whenever it rains. Designing the drainage of the subdivision that is the subject of the
Petition to the current release rate will only make our problems worse. We understand that
Petitioner is legally only allowed to discharge to the current release rate (although this Plan
Commission has the discretion to Impose more stringent requirements as part of this rezoning
request), but that does not change the fact that the subdivision will cause more water overall to
be released onto our property than under current conditions. The only difference will be that
discharge will be more frequent and more prolonged than what we receive under current
conditions. That means that our drainage problems will become more frequent and more
prolonged. Since we have drainage problems under current conditions, this subdivision must be
designed to a release rate that is much less than under current conditions. Otherwise, it will only
exacerbate—over time—the drainage problems we experience currently.

We do not think Petitioner has submitted sufficient information with regard to the
drainage plans to allow you to approve this Petition at this time. We would ask that you require
Petitioner to submit preliminary drainage calculations to show that Petitioner will be releasing at
a rate lower than the existing conditions.

For the reasons stated in this letter, we would respectfully request that the Petition be

denied. Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Farooq Umar
(2 - Ave - 20235

Emily Hull

Received
8-13-2020
Town of Zionsville




Janice Stevanovic

From: angiet@runbox.com

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2020 7:00 PM

To: Wayne Delong; Janice Stevanovic

Subject: RE: Petition 2020-10-Z (Windhaven) Pending Before the Plan Commission of the Town
of Zionsville

Good Afternoon,

| am following up on my August 12 letter | emailed to you yesterday regarding the proposed Windhaven development. |
would like this email included with all materials related to this project as it goes under further consideration. I think it is
important you and the Commissioners have context.

| have been aware that M/I has been seeking to re-zone and develop the land at issue for months. Apparently they
approached residents in the Enclave as early as February. However, they never approached me or anyone else | am
aware of in Russell Lake to discuss our various concerns, including drainage, until yesterday August 12. A
representative from M/I called me yesterday afternoon, left a voicemail, and then showed up unannounced at my home
and waited for me in my driveway because | was not home. At no time prior to this did they reach out to me. Not before
the April or May meetings or even in the several months since that time.

It is my understanding M/I has submitted what seems to be a final proposal on their project to the Commission. |
further understand there seems to be no binding drainage solution commitments in that final proposal: there is no
engineering study, concrete drainage calculations, or detailed drainage plan that sufficiently sets forth their
solutions/commitments or otherwise binds them. | am not sure why they are reaching out to me now. This seems
like an 11th hour attempt to say they are trying to work with me just days before the next Commission meeting. If they
wanted to work with me (and my neighbors), they would have reached out months ago, listened to our concerns, and
found a way to address them with us.

The bottom line is that | am not automatically opposed to working with a developer if needed as part of a larger project.
However, | will not work with M/I or grant them any access rights to my property. Their actions to date give me no
confidence they will/would do what they say or do quality work.

Again, | respectfully request that this petition be denied. To the extent access to my property is needed by M/I to
address drainage, they will not get it for the reasons | noted in my letter yesterday as well as above.

Thank you for your consideration and assistance.

Sincerely,
Angela Tucker
668 W Russell Lake Dr

From: angiet@runbox.com <angiet@runbox.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 7:29 PM

To: 'WDelLong@zionsville-in.gov' <WDelLong@zionsville-in.gov>; 'JStevanovic@zionsville-in.gov'
<JStevanovic@zionsville-in.gov>

Subject: Petition 2020-10-Z (Windhaven) Pending Before the Plan Commission of the Town of Zionsvi}l{le ved
ecelve

1 8-14-2020
Town of Zionsville



Hello,

Please see attached in reference to Petition 2020-10-Z (Windhaven) pending before the Plan Commission of the Town of
Zionsville.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Angela Tucker
668 W Russell Lake Dr

Received
2 8-14-2020
Town of Zionsville



Janice Stevanovic

From: Mark Enerson <mdenerson@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2020 10:48 AM

To: Janice Stevanovic

Subject: Plan Commission Mtg on August 17: Expressing Concerns for the Russell Oaks
Development

Attachments: Satellite View of Current and Proposed Russell Oaks_Aug2020.pdf

Dear Janice Stevanovic,

It was nice to talk with you yesterday. Can you please provide the members of the Zionsville Plan Commission the
following concerns below and pdf picture related to the re-zoning and development of Russel Oaks Development for the
upcoming Public Hearing on August 17, 20207 Could you send me a quick reply and let me know if you have received
this email?

Thank you, Mark

Dear Zionsville Plan Commission,

We are writing to communicate the significant concerns Zionsville residents have on the re-zoning and addition of 150
homes in the proposed "Russell Oaks" development.

Concerns include:

e Increased traffic on 334 (Oak Street) which is already congested and unable to safely handle the current level of
traffic. Pre-pandemic a left hand turn onto Oak Street out of Thornhill or IronGate could take 5 minutes or more
which this development will further exacerbate. Additionally, accidents have occurred due to the high volume
cars, and drivers becoming impatient from being unable to exit these neighborhoods.

o0 Any traffic studies should be conducted after the pandemic has subsided and normal school / work travel
habits resume.

e Increased risk of erosion / environmental distress to Eagle Creek watershed due to runoff this development will
create.

e Increased burden on the ZCS school system and public utilities including but not limited to wastewater
treatment. The developer of this property stands to profit from the sale of 150 homes, but existing Zionsville
residents will have to fund improvements / expansions of these public resources at the same time their quality of
life is negatively impacted by the development.

e Quality of life impacts for the multiple surrounding neighborhoods include years of significant construction,
increased traffic along with air, noise and light pollution and the destruction of wildlife and forests

On August 12th we launched a petition to "Ask the Plan Commission to Vote "No" to the rezoning of request for Russell
Oaks", and in less than 1 day more than 50 signatures of Zionsville residents have been obtained. We will provide an
updated number at Monday's meeting, and ask that the Plan Commission consider the number of residents who oppose
this development, will be negatively impacted by it, and ultimately will be asked to pay for the burden it would create.

Mark Enerson

Thornhill Neighborhood

Received
1 8-13-2020
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Satellite view of Current and Proposed Russell Oaks Development
The impact of squeezing 150 homes in this small area is of great concerns to the surrounding neighborhoods and traffic on Oak Street
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Janice Stevanovic

From: monte horst <gmhorst@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2020 5:54 PM

To: Janice Stevanovic

Subject: Opposition to Proposed Russell Oaks Project
Dear Janice --

| hope your week has gone well. | wanted to follow up with an outline of concerns on behalf of the
Spring Hills Neighborhood, regarding the proposed Russell Oaks project and start with some
personal background information. My wife and | relocated here in 2011 and our number one goal
was to find the best school system. We settled on Zionsville and then began the search for a home
with some land that still gave our boys the opportunity to bike into the village. We ended up at 660
Spring Hills Drive after finding this secluded property and being told that ultimately the 90+ acres to
our west would never be developed and were supposedly being left to the town of Zionsville for
community park and recreation use upon the death of the previous property owner.

In buying our home, we were struck with the beauty of it sitting at the top of the valley with Irishman's
Creek running through the bottom. It is quiet, peaceful, and provides a needed respite from the hectic
nature of our lives at the end of each day. This peace and quiet certainly will end with a project of the
proposed density seen in the Russell Oaks proposal.

Since moving here, our wildlife guests have included deer, blue herron, fox, eagles, owls,
woodpeckers, birds of all varieties, and ducks, with coyotes howling in the evenings, and hawks
screeching during the day and nesting in our trees to birth and raise their young each season. The
Russell Lake acreage to our immediate west provides the sanctuary that all this wildlife needs to
continue to exist and survive as our town has continued to develop beyond its limitations and this
proposed project certainly will facilitate the elimination of all this valued wildlife.

Overall, this project is incredibly unwise for our schools, will be a nightmare with respect to traffic on
Hwy 334 (Oak St.), could be devastating for the environment and the Eagle Creek Watershed as well
as Irishman's Run, and will certainly destroy the aesthetic beauty of the Russell Lake property in
general. Many individuals in Thornhill, Spring Hills, Hunt Club, Oldfields, the Enclave and the Russell
Lake Neighborhood are seriously concerned with the size and scope of this proposed development.

Just a few years ago, Pulte was attempting to build only 105 homes on the same property, with no
townhomes. They abandoned the project due to concerns with the Russell Lake dam. This project
includes the goal to squeeze 50% more homes or 150 total on the property, including no restrictions
on townhomes or so-called garden homes and they are actually planning to drain and pave one of the
two lakes on the property. 49 homes are planned for .12 acre lots and only 10 of the homes are
planned for lots larger than 1/4 acre.

As an illustrated example of how densely packed this property will be, please consider that the Spring
Hills neighborhood, which is between 1/4 and 1/3 the size of the Russell Lake property and borders it
directly to the east in the graphic below, has just 24 total homes.

Received
8-13-2020
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Stop Proposed
Russell Oaks
Development [arGs

In summary, this project is just too big, with far too much home density, and will generate significant
issues relating to the following:

« Elimination of natural forests and diverse wildlife population that currently exist on the direct

property site and bordering properties of surrounding neighborhoods

Massive traffic increases and congestion on Hwy 334 with no infrastructure to support it

Continued increases in school class sizes within ZCS due to project's density of units

Drainage issues due to lack of any existing plan to support project density

Documented problems with existing Russell Lake dam, as noted with previous Pulte Homes

proposal and their decision to abandon the project

o Environmental issues related to Eagle Creek watershed and Irishman's Run Creek which
borders the property

e Enormous increase in noise, light and air pollution for surrounding property owners during
years of construction

Please make the right decision for our community and stop this project from moving forward.
Thank you,

Monte Horst -- Property Owner
660 Spring Hills Drive
Zionsville, IN 46077

G. M. Horst

317-679-3112
https://www.linkedin.com/in/montehorst

Received
2 8-13-2020
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From: Susan Wood

To: Janice Stevanovic
Subject: Russell Oaks proposed Zone Map Change
Date: Thursday, August 13, 2020 10:06:43 PM

Planning Commission Members,

We, Mark and Susan Wood, have lived at 665 East Russell Lake Drive for 32 plus
years. We have recently been notified that Kendalwood Realty has requested a
zone Map Change for a 31+/- acre tract of land adjoining the existing Russell
Lake subdivision. As longtime residents, we realize the value of this tract and
the other tracts that are part of the proposed development. We are in total
disagreement with the proposed zone map change. We believe the developers
are asking for the rezone simply to squeeze more homes into an already
overdeveloped corridor (Oak Street).

The proposed density is not in line with the surrounding subdivisions of Russell
Lake, Spring Hills, Thornhill and Old Fields.

Allowing this many vehicles ingress and egress to Oak Street on a daily basis
through one entrance is a huge safety concern.

The proposed design has a road which abuts several Russell Lake Subdivision
homes which completely ruins the aesthetics, privacy and property values for
those residents. The density will also adversely affect the Zionsville school
system.

We are very concerned with the loss of the natural habitat of many species of
birds and animals.

Please think seriously about how this development will negatively affect the
surrounding community before you vote! Please vote no to this Zone Map
Change proposal.

Sincerely,

Mark A. Wood (markallenwood1958 @gmail.com)
Susan M. Wood (sdepagter3664@gmail.com

Received
8-14-2020
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Petition Number:

Subject Site Address:

Petitioner:

Representative:

Request:

Current Zoning:
Requested Zoning:

Current Land Use:

Approximate Acreage:

Related Petitions:

Exhibits:

Staff Presenter:

P
ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASOMNS

2020-10-Z

8617 & 8775 West Oak Street

M/1 Home of Indiana, LP

Matthew Skelton (Church Church Hittle & Antrim)

Petition for Zone Map change to rezone approximately 24.283 acres from
the Rural (R1) Residential Zoning District to the (PUD) Planned Unit
Development Zoning District

Rural (R1) Residential Zoning District
(PUD) Planned Unit Development Zoning District

Residential, Agricultural, & Commercial
24.283 + acres

2014-27-Z Petition for Zone Map Change to rezone 15.33 acres from
the Rural (R1) Rural Single-Family Residential Zoning District to a
(PUD) Planned Unit Development

Result: Given an Unfavorable Recommendation to the Town Council at
the February 17, 2014 meeting date

2015-04-PP Petition for Primary Plat approval for an Assisted Living
Facility in the (R1) Rural Single-Family Residential Zoning District (PUD
Pending)

Result: Withdrawn by Petitioner

Exhibit 1 - Staff Report

Exhibit 2 - Zoning /Location Map

Exhibit 3 — Town of Zionsville Comprehensive Plan Map

Exhibit 4 - Town Engineer Review Comment Letter dated May 7, 2020
Exhibit 5 - Town Engineer Review Comment Letter dated August 11, 2020
Exhibit 6 — Town of Zionsville Process Flow Chart

Wayne Delong, AICP, CPM

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 1 of 4 Exhibit 1

August 17, 2020

Petition #2020-10-Z



PROJECT OVERVIEW

Project location
The subject property is approximately 24.283 acres located south of Oak Street, east of County
Road 800 East, west of the Russell Lake W Drive.

Project Description

The two (2) parcels comprising the subject 24.283-acre properties are currently zoned as (R1)
Rural Residential District. The subject site’s long-standing uses have included a horse stable and
residential improvements. The Petitioner requests to rezone the two (2) parcels to the (PUD)
Planned Unit Development to provide for 58 single family residential home sites.

Petition History

The petition was continued from the April 20™", May 18", June 15%, and July 20, 2020 Plan
Commission meetings.

On May 7, 2020 the Petitioner received the Staff comments on the project from the Town
Engineer (see Exhibit 4). The Petitioner responded to those comments on July 31, 2020
following up with a response letter related to the July submittal on August 3, 2020.

Per Section 194.023 of the Town of Zionsville Zoning Ordinance-REQUIREMENTS FOR
SUBMITTAL OF A TRAFFIC STUDY, the project is below the Zoning Ordinance established
threshold of the requirement of a Traffic Study. Based on the recommendation from the Town
Engineer, the Building Commissioner notified the Petitioner that a Traffic Study was being
required in conjunction with the filing. A Traffic Impact Study was submitted for review on
August 4, 2020 (see Exhibit 5).

REVIEW PROCESS

Rezoning-Zoning Ordinance

In preparing and considering rezoning proposals under the 600 series of Indiana Code, the Plan
Commission and the Town Council shall pay reasonable regard to:

(1) the comprehensive plan;

(2) current conditions and the character of current structures and uses in each district;
(3) the most desirable use for which the land in each district is adapted;

(4) the conservation of property valuesthroughout the jurisdiction; and

(5) responsible development and growth.

Responses (findings) to each of these items are offered below:

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 2 of 5 Exhibit 1
August 17, 2020 Petition #2020-10-Z



Comprehensive Plan

The Comprehensive Plan recommends low density single family residential uses for the subject
site. The requested development, as proposed, would result in a density that is above the
Comprehensive Plan’s supported density.

Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses in each district

The district is primarily comprised of parcels which are utilized for residential development,
agricultural uses, and religious uses. Specific to residential uses, R1 and R2 comprise the
preponderance of residential classifications in the immediate area (with Rural RE being located
to the south of the subject site).

The most desirable use for which the land in each district is adapted

Generally speaking, zoning that is consistent with the established zoning pattern while being
supportive of the existing and contemplated land use pattern is the most desirable use of the
land. Facilitating a single-family residential density that is beyond the recommendations of the
Comprehensive Plan is not consistent with the established land use pattern.

The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction

Planned, orderly development of property is a key component in the conservation of property
values. Development of the site for residential purposes is extremely likely due to a variety of
factors including both the presence of public improvements and ongoing enhancements to
public improvements in the area. While jurisdiction wide property values may not be directly
impacted by this specific request, deviations from density recommendations must be highly
scrutinized related to potential long-term impacts to the jurisdiction.

Responsible growth and development
Development in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan represents responsible growth.

Planned Unit Development-General Conditions

Any real estate may be rezoned Planned Unit Development District in order to accomplish
the following:

a) The characteristics of the specific site development and its land uses proposed for the
subject real estate are compatible with the surrounding area if the development were
limited to those plansand uses as submitted.

b) Landuses, which would not otherwise be permitted to locate within the existing zoning
districts, are proposed for development on a parcel under single or multiple ownership or
management.

c) Exceptions orvariations from the size, setback, frontage, density, uses, orother
development standards which are established for a given land use in the other zoning
districts are permitted as a part ofthe Planned Unit Development.

d) The objectives and goals of smart growth are incorporated through the utilization of
such initiatives as conservation developments, integrated mixed-use developments, and
performance-based implementation developments.

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 3 of 5 Exhibit 1
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Planned Unit Development-Guidelines for Design

The following design principles are recommended by Section 194.143 of the Zoning Ordinance
(note, this list is not inclusive):

a) The proposed development should be designed to produce an environment of stable and
desirable character not out of harmony with its surrounding neighborhood and the Town's
Comprehensive Plan.

b) Interest and variety should be sought,by means of street designand changes in mixture of
building types, heights, facades, setbacks, plantings, or size of open space. The design should
be harmonious as a whole and not simply from street-to street.

c) Streets should curve to discourage fast movement of traffic; traffic calming devices
should be integrated into street design;group parking areas should be screened, sothat the
vehicles are substantially hidden from the street.

d) The natural amenities of the land should be preserved through maintenance of
conservation areas and open spaces. A minimum of at least twenty (20) percent of the gross
area of the site should be retained in open space.

e) Height of buildings in excess of thirty-five (35) feet should be designed and planned to be
reasonably consistent with the neighboringproperty and fosterefficient use of
existing public services and facilities.

f) Within a primarily residential development, commercial and office uses, if proposed,
should be scaled so thatthey primarily serve theoccupants ofthe development.
Commercial and office uses withinthe development should be atthe front of the
development and be accessed by aninternal collector road.

g) Structuresor buildings located at the perimeter of the developmentshould
face outwardly and be properly screened in a matter that sufficiently protects the privacy
and amenities of the adjacent and neighboring property uses.

SUMMARY

Staff fully recognizes that the site in question is extremely likely to be developed residentially.
However, based on a review of the filing, Staff has not identified a compelling reason to support
a deviation from the Comprehensive Plan’s recommendation related to density. Absent a
positive response to that threshold topic, Staff is not in a position to support the proposed
Planned Unit Developed.

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 4 of 5 Exhibit 1
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Unfavorable Recommendation

RECOMMENDED MOTION

Motion

| move that Docket #2020-10-Z to rezone approximately 24.283 acres from the Rural (R1)
Residential Zoning District to the (PUD) Planned Unit Development Zoning District receive a
(favorable recommendation based upon the Petitioner’s presentation / unfavorable
recommendation based upon the findings in the staff report / continued ) as presented, with the
recommendation being certified to the Town Council for adoption or rejection.

PROCEDURAL NOTE

Upon the conclusion of the Public Hearing and Certification of the Plan Commission's
recommendation to the Town Council, the Town Council will then set the matter on its Agenda
for future consideration (asoutlined in the attached flow chart-see Exhibit 6).

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 5 of 5 Exhibit 1
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ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

To:  Wayne DeLong, Director of Planning and Economic Development
From: Beam, Longest & Neff, LLC., Town Engineer
Mark DeBruler, P.E.

Date:

May 7, 2020

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project

Name

Windhaven Subdivision PUD Filing

Location

8617 & 8775 West Oak Street, Zionsville, IN 46077

Developer

M/I Home

Submittal

No. 2

Documents Reviewed

Document Name Document Receipt Date

Windhaven PUD ordinance
(2020 05 01)

May 4, 2020

Windhaven MI Homes Presen-
tation (2020 05 01)

May 4, 2020

Windhaven - Banning re-
sponses to TAC comments
(2020 05 01)

May 4, 2020

Windhaven - Responses to
TAC comments

May 4, 2020

Zoning Current R-1
Proposed | PUD
Land Use Current R.esidential ‘Agricu‘ltural‘
Proposed | Single Family Residential
Requested Variances

A review was completed for the submittal and the following comments were noted.

Page 1 of 1
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Windhaven Subdivision PUD Filing
Review Letter No. 2

May 7, 2020
Page 2
Item R-1 Zoning Require- Windhaven District PUD Comments
ment/Description Ordinance
GENERAL COMMENTS
Purpose of PUD Ordi- | 194.151(B) Land uses, None listed Since the proposed land
nances which would not other- use is solely residential,

wise be permitted to lo-
cate within the existing

zoning districts, are pro-
posed for development.

which is permitted un-
der the current zoning, it
does not appear this
proposed ordinance
meets the intent of the
PUD Ordinance.

Prior Commitments

"all prior commitments
and restrictions applica-
ble to the Real Estate
shall be null and void
and replaced and super-
seded by the Windhaven
Ordinance"

Overly broad. Town
does not have authority
over "all prior commit-
ments and restrictions".

Governance

Section 1.2 - "Develop-
ment in the Windhaven
District shall be gov-
erned entirely by (i) the
provisions of this the
Windhaven Ordinance
and its exhibits, and (ii)
those provisions of the
Zoning Ordinance specif-
ically referenced in the
Windhaven Ordinance"
[italics added]

Overly broad. General
portions of zoning ordi-
nance, including admin-
istration, should not be
excluded. Subdivision
Control Ordinance and
technical standards
should also apply.

Duplicate Definitions

Accessory Structure
Accessory Use
Building

Building Height*
BZA

Development Require-
ments*

Dwelling

Open Space
Parking Space

Plan Commission

* Note that these defini-
tions in the zoning ordi-

nance and the PUD ordi-
nance differ significantly
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Item

R-1 Zoning Require-
ment/Description

Windhaven District PUD
Ordinance

Comments

Difficult to Manage
Definitions

"Minor Alteration" and
"Substantial Alteration"
will be difficult to apply.

PERMITTED USES

Primary use require-
ments

(i) Single-family Dwell-
ing, (ii) Minor or Major
Subdivisions, (iii) Farms,
(iv) Stables, (v) Golf
Courses

Detached Dwellings

Detached dwellings is
undefined in PUD ordi-
nance or zoning ordi-
nance and is subject to
interpretation. Recom-
mend using defined
term "Single-Family
Dwelling, excluding a
modular dwelling or a
manufactured dwelling"
for consistency with zon-
ing ordinance.

Special exception use | Bed & Breakfast None listed
requirements
Requires Develop- Subdivisions, Mobile ?? No mention is made of

ment Plan

Home Parks

this essential develop-
ment management tool
required of other subdi-
visions.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS - COMPARISON OF R

PUD ORDINANCE

-1 ZONING TO PROPOSED

Accessory uses

On same or contiguous
lot

Yes, not used for occu-
pancy

Recommend using zon-
ing ordinance definition.

Accessory structures
subordinate to pri-

Yes, by definition

Yes, by different defini-
tion

Recommend using zon-
ing ordinance definition.

mary

Lot area > 5,000 SF w/public wa- | >7,500 SF Meets current zoning re-
ter & sewer guirements.

Access Street or private drive Street per conceptual Meets current zoning re-

plan

quirements.

Primary Building 35' 35' Measurement of height

Max. Height varies between zoning
ordinance and proposed
PUD ordinance.

Min. Main Floor Area | Single Story: 1,200 SF 900 SF Applicant indicates aver-
age homes >1,200 SF.

Max. lot coverage 60% 55% Meets current zoning re-
guirements.

Min. structure width | 18' All renderings appear to

show structures >18'.
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Item R-1 Zoning Require-

ment/Description

Windhaven District PUD
Ordinance

Comments

Lot depth:width ratio | 3:1

The proposed develop-
ment appears to meet

this current zoning re-

quirement.

Utility connection re- | > 15 lots Yes Since subdivision > 15
quired lots, it meets current
zoning requirements.
Front Yard Setback Greater of 20' from 20' This standard is a com-
ROW or 70' from road mon issue with R-1 and
centerline R-2 subdivisions.
Min. rear yard set- 20' for primary struc- 20' Meets current zoning re-
back ture, 5' for accessory quirements.
structure
Min. side yard set- 5' 5' Meets current zoning re-
back quirements.
Min. parking 2 All renderings appear to
spaces/lot show 2-car garages, so
appears to meet curr