ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION MEETING RESULTS

Tuesday, February 18, 2020
The meeting of the Zionsville Plan Commission was scheduled for Tuesday, February 18, 2020, at 7:00 p.m.
in the Zionsville Town Hall Council Chamber, 1100 West Oak Street, Zionsville, Indiana.

I. Continued Business

The following items are scheduled for consideration:

Docket Name Addrgss of Item to be Considered
Number Project
Received a Favorable Recommendation to the Town Council
4 in Favor
i 1 Opposed
2019527 | 4O 295 1) Recused
Petition for Zone Map change to rezone approximately 81.369 acres from the
(AG) Agricultural Zoning District to the Rural (I11) Light Industry Zoning
District.
VI. New Business
Docket Name Addrgss of Item to be Considered
Number Project
Continued to the March 16, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting
7 in Favor
2020-04-CA Appaloosa 10901 E. | 0 Opposed
Crossing 300 South | Petition for a Commitment Amendment of 57.53+ acres to amend the location
of a water feature along U.S. 421 from the midpoint of the overall
development’s frontage to the southern portion of the frontage along U.S. 421.
Continued to the March 16, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting
7 in Favor
0 Opposed
2020-01-PP A(\:prr())aslst?gsa 31(;)(? g(ljfth Petition for a Primary Plat of 57.53+ acres for 12 lots, 2 blocks, and 4
g common areas within the Rural (GB) General Business Zoning District, the
Rural (PB) Professional Business District, and the (R-2) Low Density Single-
family and Two-family Residential District.
Continued to the March 16, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting
7 in Favor
0 Opposed
N2 Appaloosa | 10901 E. o .
2020-03-DP Crossing 300 South Petition for Development Plan Approval of 23,000+ square foot, multi-tenant

retail building on 3.40+ acres within the Rural (GB) General Business Zoning
District and the Rural Michigan Road Overlay (MRO). Waivers of Building
Materials and Architectural Design requirements requested.

Respectfully Submitted:
Wayne DeLong, AICP, CPM

Director of Planning and Economic Development

February 19, 2020
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In attendance:

Franz
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Franz

Stevanovic
Franz
Stevanovic
Grabianowski
Stevanovic
Jones
Stevanovic
Walker
Stevanovic
Papa
Stevanovic
Fedor
Stevanovic
Lewis

Franz

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

Staff attending: Dan Taylor, attorney, and Janice Stevanovic.
A quorum is present.

All right. Il call to order the Planning Commission meeting of Tuesday,
February 18, 2020. Start with the pledge of allegiance please.

Pledge of Allegiance.

Our Secretary, Wayne DeLong, is ill today, so stepping in for him is Janice
Stevanovic. So, if you would please take roll.

Mr. Franz?

Present.

Ms. Grabianowski?

Present.

Mr. Jones?

Present.

Ms. Walker.

Present.

Mr. Papa?

Present.

Mr. Fedor?

Present.

Mr. Lewis?

Present.

All right. We have full attendance, so a vote of 4 will be what it would take to
pass any ordinances or actions here. Normally we would have a packet of the
minutes from the January 21 meeting, however, there was a technical issue with
the recording, so those will be presented probably in memorandum form at the
February, or the March meeting. Up on the Docket is continuance of business
from last month. Docket # 2019-52-Z, Hub 1-65 Phase Two, 4255 South 300

East. Petition for zone map change to rezone approximately 81.369 acres from
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Price

Franz

Price

the AGI agricultural zoning district to the rural 11 light industry zoned district. Is
the petitioner present?

Yes, Mr. President. For the record, my name is Matt Price. | am an attorney with
Dentons, Bingham, Greenebaum in Indianapolis, Indiana, with an address of 10
West Market Street. | am here today with representatives from Hub 1-65, Raif
Webster, to my right, and then behind him our civil engineer, Ross Nixon. And
the three of us are available to answer questions that you have. If you recall, the
matter has been continued a couple times. It was first heard back in December of
last year. There was an automatic continuance request there at that time, and then
we came back in January and had requested your consideration of a continuance
to allow us time to work with certain of the adjoining property owners with
respect to an agreement respecting this project, and | am pleased to announce that
we have reached an agreement in principle, and their counsel, Jeff Jacob, is here
tonight, as well, and can speak certainly on their behalf. What | propose to do is
provide you with handouts to kind of refresh the topic a little bit and show you
what changes we’ve made to the proposal since it was initially heard, and then
obviously be available to answer any questions that you have. And, with your
permission I’ll provide these handouts.

Sure.

For the record, | have not provided handouts to Plan Commission members on
your far right because they previously recused themselves of receiving this
matter as before the Commission, comprised of 5 total members. First of all, just
behind Tab #1, I thought I would just briefly orient us with regard to the site, and
the development pattern that is in the vicinity. It is a rectangular-shaped property
that extends north/south. Immediately south of County Road 400, and east of
County Road 300. And you’ll see kind of down at the southern half of the
property extending west to east are the words VanTrust. And, that’s the
developer entity that is before you this evening. That property was rezoned back
in 2018, and subsequently received development plan approval, and is under
construction now. We call that Phase One of Hub 1-65, and it’s relevant for a
number of reasons this evening. One being that, certainly it’s a like-land use.
Was zoned from agricultural to industrial at that time, and then for other reasons
I will also describe why it’s particularly relevant here this evening relative to the
agreement made with the adjoining property owners. The second page behind
that tab shows some additional vicinity information, of note, including some
items that were discussed at the December hearing. You’ll see immediately north
of our site, or north and east of our site, is a planned reconfiguration of the 267
interchange. That’s kind of at the top left of the photograph. The area kind of
shaded in dark gray shows the prevailing development pattern with various
logistics and distribution land uses, and then south, as you’re going down 1-65 is
the new proposed mid-point interchange, as well, which was part of a capacity
analysis that INDOT undertook a couple years ago, but concluded that the
addition of this mid-point interchange would relieve some of the congestion off
of the 267 interchange, and be of benefit to the traffic flows up and down 1-65.
And, so that shows kind of what the very significant transportation improvements
that are being made in the vicinity, and those transportation improvements are
really helping to drive the development interest in this area for this particular
land use.
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Then behind Tab #2, | wanted to share the proposed structures themselves, and
kind of how they are oriented. It’s a little bit different than normal as far as
looking at a drawing, so | want to make sure | am clear about this. Looking to
your left is north, and so County Road 400 is the county road to the left inside of
the page. County Road 300 is to the south. This property would gain access
through the existing VanTrust development that is extending back east. So, there
would not be access points onto either County Road 400 or 300, as a result of the
project. There’s several significant development features relating to the proposal
that | want to highlight, and | can highlight with regard to that site exhibit. One is
to the top of the drawing, as you’re looking towards the Saratoga subdivision,
which is the single-family subdivision at the very top of the aerial overlay. You’ll
see that there is a berming, a landscape berm, that extends the entire length of
that property. That’s an approximately 75-foot wide berm, or a buffer area, upon
which a berm would be constructed, approximately 12 feet in height, and then
landscaped on top of that with a fence. So, that the total approximate height of
that screening is about 18 total feet. And, that is the exact same. In fact, we’ve
made a commitment that it would be the exact same type of buffering as was
done in Phase 1 for the southern perimeter of the Saratoga subdivision.

Coupled with that are some additional commitments relative to the structures
themselves. They’re limited in height, to 55 feet in height. There is a limitation in
height as to the signage on the eastern side of the building, so that it’s below
visual level as it’s directed towards the residential properties to the east.
Similarly, there is a commitment to limit the height of any lighting on the
property, as well. Noise is always a factor with regard to this type of land use,
and while the buffer that’s immediately adjoining the property line is useful in
blocking out that noise, there is an additional feature, and this is something new
from our proposal back in December, but it very much is modeled after what we
did with regard to Phase 1, is the second buffer strip that you’ll see that’s
immediately south of the main buffer area. There is a second one along here,
which is approximately, Ross, is it 40 feet in width? Four feet tall,
approximately? Thirty? I’m sorry. It’s, had to double check that. It’s
approximately 4 feet in height, and then on the second page, behind the
schematic, you’ll see the proposed width is 30 feet. So, this drawing here shows
you kind of linearly how the berms lay out. So, moving along the property, the
30-foot berm would be here, 4 feet in height, and as you move towards the
residential neighborhood, it’s the 75-foot buffer area there, with a 6-foot tall
privacy fence in the height there.

The main thing | want to talk about, in addition to that, is one of the main
features of the Phase 1 approval was the commitment from VanTrust to install a
water line, an 8-inch water line, serving the Saratoga subdivision. And, this was a
key commitment actually made, that proposal received a favorable
recommendation here. We went to the Council. There was some further
discussion about how to make the proposal better to address some of the
concerns that are being raised by community members in the Saratoga
subdivision. And one of the items that came out was the unreliability of some of
their wells, particularly as there had been more development pressure brought to
bear in the general vicinity. And, so that commitment was made, and subsequent
to that time, what we’ve all discovered, Mr. Jacob and myself, is that Whitestown
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was unwilling to permit, for engineering reasons, unwilling to permit the
installation of that water line prior to a minimum number of residents in the
Saratoga subdivision committing to be connected. Meaning that they had to
actually sign a written agreement with Whitestown to have their homes
connected to the Whitestown water utility. And, as contemplated, it was no small
number. We received varying pieces of information, but to give you an idea,
there are 22 homes in the Saratoga subdivision, or 22 homes that | think, I think
it's all built out now. Mr. Trescari will correct me if I’m wrong. But, now 22. At
the time | think there was only 21. But we would need approximately 17 to 20 of
those in order to meet the minimum threshold to allow them to permit the water
line to be installed. And, so that’s been something that we have grappled with,
the community has grappled with, since that approval. And, so when the
opportunity came for a second phase, one of the early discussions we began to
have with the neighbors, in addition to the buffering and making commitments to
keep the same high standards for that buffering, was to try to also address and
remove the barriers for those residents to be able to connect. And, those barriers
are a variety. Some of them are directly related to cost. It’s a fairly expensive
item to pay the connection fees to be hooked up to the water itself.

Secondly, Whitestown has, kind of, what | would refer to collectively as an
inside-outside rate, meaning that if you are a resident of Whitestown and live
within their corporate limits and are served by their water utility, you have one
rate. If you are a resident of another town, but also served by the Whitestown
utility, you have another rate, and that rate is higher. It’s considerably higher.
And, so when you sign that contract, you not only agree to pay for the connection
charges, but you also basically agree to relinquish your water that you can
generate through your well. And, so, it was hard achieving that critical mass. |
think it was basically impossible to achieve that critical mass of connectors
because of the cost, and because, thankfully I guess in this instance, not all of the
homeowners in the community are experiencing the same difficulty with their
wells. Some are, some are not. Depends on your well, where it is placed in the
aquifer, various things of that nature. And, so there was not that critical mass.

What we’ve gone back and done is, after a great deal of discussion and
negotiation and engineering, to determine how do we bring that threshold level
down, remove the barriers to entry, so to speak, so we can get those connectors
marshaled, is we’ve made an agreement that has really two salient features to it.
One is that VanTrust would pay an amount of money that’s been, through
engineering estimates, has been set in order to pay for all of the homeowners in
the Saratoga subdivision to connect. So, covering their connection fees. And,
then with a little bit of, in addition to that, with a little bit of engineering, and |
think a little bit of good fortune for all of us who have been laboring through this
over the last several months, a new party has come to the table who owns certain
properties east of the Saratoga subdivision, along County Road 400. And this
property owner was not a participant as far as they were not part of the agreement
to extend with the water line during Phase 1. But the, kind of serendipitous aspect
of their property ownership is that they own enough properties that are
contiguous with one another that were able to loop the water line back east to
where it originates in the Whitestown utility service on Indianapolis Road, and
essentially in the shadow of the water tower itself, And what that does is, it
brings down the threshold number of connectors necessary in order to get the
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permit freed up to install the water line. So, in addition to covering all of the fees,
we’ve also devised a pathway where we can go all the way through Saratoga,
loop back east down County Road 400, and go reconnect at Indianapolis Road.
And that property owner has also joined our agreement with regard to the
payment of sums towards connection fees. And, so with the commitments that
we’ve made mirroring the last Phase 1, and maintaining those same high
standards, together with this, what we’re calling a development agreement.
You’ve got a written agreement that lays out the obligations for payment and the
water line path, we believe we have reached a good compromise with regard to
both allowing a Phase 2 to go forth, while also being respectful of existing
homeowners in the vicinity, who live in a very nice subdivision, and allows, we
think, a win-win scenario to move forward. That is the essence of our case. Raif
and Ross and | are available to answer any questions that you have, and we
would respectfully request a favorable recommendation and welcome your
guestions.

All right. Thank you. Would you like to speak please, and confirm or comment
on what Mr. Price has stated?

Absolutely. My name is Jeff Jacob. I’m an attorney with Hackman & Hulett here
in town with offices at 1620 West Oak Street. Mr. Price is absolutely correct.
And, one of the things that | want to, | guess, thank VVanTrust for is that they
have, since some of the difficulties or realizations of engineering struggles
between Phase 1 and now, VanTrust has been helpful in assisting and analyzing
some of the engineering challenges, and expanding this water line to include
some of the properties on 400 South. So, we have, in fact, reached an agreement
in principle. There were edits to that agreement. | have 16 signatures in Saratoga,
one additional property owner, a 17" that says | am not interested in hooking on,
which is part of the basis of that agreement, but | understand, they understand
some of the risks without the water line in the subdivision, and are supportive of
that. And, then there are 3 properties on 400 South, 2 owners, that are granting
easement, working with Saratoga, and interested in hooking on, and have signed
this, in fact, signed this development agreement, as recently as 30 minutes ago.
So, we’ve been working diligently, and that’s where we stand. We’re happy to
answer any questions.

All right. Thank you. At this point, is there anybody else in the audience that
would like to make any comment on this? If you go, please come up and state
your name and address.

My name is Craig Triscari. I’m at 3270 Paddock Road, and | thank the two Board
members up here that had recused themselves from this area. My home is directly
adjacent to the proposed plan, and after listening, I’m happy that they actually
solved the problem for Phase 1, but we’re not necessarily talking about Phase 1,
we’re talking about building what they call Phase 2, another industrial site. The
problems that, or the solution they came up with was a solution of promise that
they made to that community nearly 2 years ago. But | appreciate that they came
to a solution on that. Again, my home is directly adjacent to the proposed plan to
build a light industrial mega warehouse between our residential community along
Saratoga housing community, which is 400 East housing community, and the
homes along 300 East. And, the area that they’re talking about is Saratoga. It’s
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right, 22 homes, in that area and he said there is 3 homes along 400 that are
included in there. And there is approximately about 40 to 45 homes directly in
that area. So, | would say close to half of the homes they are impacting for the
Phase 1 of water in that area. The housing community, or the plan to change the
zoning designation from AG to Light Industrial does not conform or comply with
the Town of Zionsville comprehensive plan, and I’m going to go ahead and give
this to the President, a comprehensive plan. It is on Page 19 and 20 for those
documents. | don’t have a copy for everybody, but you’re more than welcome to
look at that. This document, which is posted on your website, allows the
homeowners the ability to see what type of development would be placed near
them so they can make an informed judgement of buying homes in that area. The
current plan has mixed usage designated for the land. Mixed usage as defined in
your comprehensive plan, is residential and general business, not light industrial.

Additionally, the document states that, and these again are your words in your
comprehensive plan, “The buffering between different land use utilization of
open space and agricultural and preservation should be incorporated into
development of the area reflect rural characteristics.” The plan that we’re talking
about here is not Phase 1 for the water. The plan here is to build a 5-story
industrial site on the north side of that area, in between the homes of 300, 400
and parts of Saratoga. The type of development was seen in your buffering
design in Creekside corporate park, which | believe you spent about $14 million
in development of infrastructure for that corporate park. This area, if approved, is
four times that size, and so, there is no infrastructure in place other than what
they just described for Saratoga. There is not for 300, which is a dirt road. There
is not for 400, along up north 400. There is no lines that go up there. So, you’re
looking, at this point, based off of what they stated today, you’re talking about
50% of that community. What you have, VanTrust plans does not allow for
proper land use and buffering between residential and industrial, or keep the rural
setting. Zionsville land use plans specifically references CR 300 South, and CR
400 East as poor access roads to 1-65. And, again, | thank VanTrust for
presenting the community, and they did send a letter out, which stated, with
excellent access to both roads of 400 South and 300 East and 1-65. | appreciate
them saying that those roads are not going to be used because they’re poor roads
to actually use on the north side of that area. They physically have to go around,
to give you a visual. They have to completely around the residential area in order
to access 1-65. They cannot go down 400. They have one entrance and one exit,
and that’s almost a 270-degree around that entire community. And, we
mentioned that. Okay. This plan has, again, alongside the entire housing area to
get to 1-65. This plan has one exit, one entrance points into the area. By turning
90 degrees, and that’s what they’re doing. So, they’re going down the road of
new Indianapolis Road. They’re creating a new road, and they’re turning 90
degrees into the community to build this 5-story, 180-plus bay-door warehouse
right up against 2-story homes, with a 75-foot buffer in that area. And, |
appreciate they have a 12-foot berm, and a 6-foot fence in that area, but that’s not
necessarily, I think people in those areas are starting to realize as they’re putting
that up that it’s a little bit more intrusive than they actually thought it would be.
The current and future highway exchange plan, which was discussed. Plan does
not support this massive movement into the area. The decision, and Whitestown
was given a decision to go ahead and either expand the exit on 133, or build an
interstate exchange. That was the option that they were given. And, they decided
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we want to go ahead and build another exchange between Whitestown and Exit
133. This decision to build a new exchange between Whitestown Exit 133 is
planned to build in order to push the trucks and access away from Exit 133. Now
you’re putting a building directly behind the community. You’re putting a
warehouse directly in-between that community, and behind them, that have to go
all the way around, to go down the road to get pushed over to the other exit. That
was not the intent. The Exit of 133 is not an expansion plan. It is not an
expansion plan. It is a flow improvement plan since the area roads have been
absolutely decimated in the last 3 years to push these mega-warehouses
throughout Whitestown AG area. So, by placing a mega-warehouse behind the
residential subdivision, you’re causing increase in traffic, pollution, rural
destruction of that area. It’s in-between housing areas. That’s what this is going
to be.

More importantly, you are also ignoring the agreement you made with the
community and our partnership with Zionsville, and Perry Township. We made
an agreement with you several years ago that you would protect our area and that
you would have our interests. And, | was one of the foot soldiers going to each
and every individual house and home, which you got 95% of that community’s
area. Not just Saratoga. We’re talking 95% of Perry Township, to partner with
you to give you close to 600,000 acres of land, because we wanted to get away
from Whitestown and the development plan that they have in that area. Water
issues and well issues. In the last 3 years, the situation has become alarming to
south side and west side homeowners, which say critical. The only access to
water in that area from homeowners is well water and septic, and their own septic
systems. And, we already explained that Whitestown is punitive. It’s $40 per
month for not a drop of water. That’s just the penalty because you’re not in
Whitestown’s area. 1t’s $40 a month right off the top. It increases $5. That can
increase, | don’t know, yearly or every other year. Whatever they decide it to be.
In 10 years, it could be $100 or $90 punishment just for the water area that you
have in that area. Whitestown water is currently not available to the community.
We’re told that now in Phase 1 they actually solved that problem, and |
appreciate that if it actually occurs. When the Town of Zionsville approved the
development of the western mega-warehouse, along the property line of
residential subdivision, VanTrust promised to bring water lines. That was in
2008.

I’m glad, in 2020, they are looking to go ahead and bring water into that
community now. The water is owned and operated and distributed by
Whitestown Water Corporation, which has excessive requirements. We talked
about those excessive requirements already, and 1’m not going to re-go over
those. VanTrust will put, plans on putting money in to go ahead and do the hook-
up. To give you some idea, the hook-up cost is probably going to be about
$5000-$6000 just for the hook-up. The cost of the bill is going to be about $150
to $200 for your water bill, and with 17 individuals on there, they are going to
dump water, and it might be even more. | don’t know. You know. Based on the
cost. Whitestown water is the most expensive north of Indianapolis. The most.
And, so for 5 years, 5 years of water usage and hookup, it’s going to cost that
community a quarter of a million dollars. That’s just for 22 homes, by the way, in
Saratoga. That does not include the homes on 400, the homes on 300, the homes
north of 400 that don’t have any access to water and have wells in that area. The
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cost shifts to all homeowners in that area after those lines are run. That cost will
double, if not triple, if they are allowed to disregard the comprehensive plan and
build northside between the housing areas. So, it’s just going to be at least a half
a million dollars in that area for some of the homes in that area in order to hook
up. And, that’s for the first 5 years. They also mentioned that Whitestown, in the
contract, is requiring that landowners designate their wells as non-potable. So,
they’re saying your well is useless. We’re going to hook up to the water. You’re
going to sign this contract. Number one, you can’t sue us for what we did to you
before, and place all these, you know, these warehouses and they’re depleted
your water. You’re signing a contract now saying that you’re going to stay with
us for a period of time, or you’re not going to be able to use those wells. And, it’s
very, you can use them to water your lawn, but let me tell you, that’s an
expensive endeavor, to water your lawn and pay for a well system that you have
for your house already. Especially if it’s functional. Okay.

Now with the building of new mega-warehouse on top of the community, you
impacted houses again at 400, Indianapolis Road, farmhouses north of 300 South
and the houses that have no issues with Saratoga housing subdivision with no
plan to get the needed water after wells are impacted. We’re going to be back
here in 2 years with some of those individuals saying we’re having the same
problem. You know, our wells are depleted. We’re having problems. The
saturation area in that area has been devastated because you have hundreds of
acres now that are concrete, mega-warehouses. And, the property that they’re
talking about, they have huge water shed on that property that they’re going to
move. They’re going to divert that water. To think that that’s not going to have
an impact on the wells in that community is absolutely, I just, | don’t think that
would, it’s not going to happen. Trust cannot even be put in the infrastructure of
the community, and Whitestown can change the requirements at a moment’s
notice with this recent. Initially, they came with 20. Then they said 17. Then they
said if you go around and you build this, we can go ahead and maybe do 13. And,
then went back to 17. The bottom line is, we do not control, Zionsville does not
control the water. They do not control it. And, Whitestown can decide what the
number is, and Whitestown can increase it and decrease it any time they want to.

Okay, just to also refresh people’s memory, that community supported Zionsville
with 600,000 acres. Whitestown does not like our community. | can tell you that
for a fact. Okay. They hate us more than they actually dislike you. And one of the
comments from the lawyers that was given to us that was dealing with the water
in the last year was that, the person who has been doing this for over 15 years
says they have been the most vindictive town that they have ever had to deal with
when it comes to water, and that was one of the comments that was made. |
would also like to inform you that unlike the last request to build a mega-
warehouse on the west side of Saratoga a year and a half ago, the local
community is not in support of action placing a mega-warehouse on the side of
the residential homes. They are in 100% support in Phase 1 to get them water,
and for VanTrust to adhere to what they said they were going to do on the west
side. You will have 100% of the people vote. If you put it to them right now to
vote to put this mega-warehouse on the north side of that community, | guarantee
you you would have a 95-100% vote saying that they do not want that there. But
the deal is, you don’t put that there, we’re not going to give you the water. We’re
not going to pay for it.
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That’s the deal. And, so even though we had a deal in Phase 1, this is now being
hung over the heads of those 17 homeowners. And, | know because | have been
in those meetings and | have seen the emails between the individuals. That
promise, like many others, to include your promise to put nothing but mixed-
usage into that area, has not been realized. Currently, the west side is fearful that
nothing will help them get to the needed water. Obviously, they came to some
plan. Several desperate landowners have hired lawyers to negotiate with
VanTrust, Whitestown, to get water with currently no results. We actually found
out today that they have results for Phase 1. | appreciate that. The community has
spent thousands of dollars in resources to get water and to stop predatory
development. This has cost the community. Just in Saratoga. Several, | mean,
tens of thousands of dollars in time and money for the lawyers, just to get to
where we are right now. It’s cost the community that. Some neighbors have even
gone as far as to write to local homeowners that if you do not contribute to the
lawyer fees that were given that you would not get hookups. You would not be
able to hook up. And, I did tell that to the lawyers, and I’m glad that they went to
those individuals and they told them that that’s not the case. Because | don’t
blame the lawyers here for doing that. People were desperate for water and they
would do anything to get it for their homes. VanTrust has only reached out to the
desperates for water, not the entire community. They have not reached out to
some of the people on 300 or 400, or us. The only time they reached out is we’ll
put a berm and some trees up there for you. That’s great. But the infrastructure is
not there.

I would like to inform you that, we already talked about, the huge shifting of
surface water, which I talked about on this land. There is a huge water shed on
that property. And, they will engineer to move that water off that property. |
don’t want to repeat myself here. But, oh, by surrounding our community in
industrial park, it’s setting the standard for future development request in your
town. This is going to become a standard in your town. Don’t think for a second
that this is not a standard that’s being set. If you put a 12-foot berm, and you put
trees up, and you put a 6-foot fence up, then it’s okay to surround the community
with industrial warehouses. It’s not part of your comprehensive plan. Doesn’t
matter. Doesn’t matter. It impacts the houses in that area for depreciation of
value of those homes. Doesn’t matter. And, so these standards are being set right
now for your rural community. With the completion of putting this behind the
community even though it is not part of your comprehensive plan, poor roads
available, water issues, destruction of rural setting, destruction of home values,
these multi-billion-dollar corporations come to your town and point to this area
as a model for future development.

Okay. Zionsville is not the decider on water. Okay. So, the decisions that we
make here, we don’t control the water. We don’t. And, Whitestown can change
their mind like that, and they will, if they have the opportunity to. As for water, |
would make sure that the water is available prior to any development of that area
to include the 400 and 300. Infrastructure has to be in place, and it’s not in place.
We don’t want a mega-warehouse there. We understand that there is
development. We understand and negotiated with you that there would be mixed
usage, general business and homes in that area. We accept that, and we actually
encourage that development. This, we do not encourage. Finally, it is your duty
to take into account the impact of residential home property loss. | do not think
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anybody can say with a straight face that surrounding the community with a
million-square foot warehouse as 180-bay doors, you know, faced right at your
back door, in a rural community, is not going to have a profound impact on your
home values. Okay. Even though VanTrust structure, you’re building on the west
side, received the 10-year tax deferment. Okay. And, they received the 10 years
tax abatement because it’s, because of depressed area. This will depress the area.
They’re getting tax abatements for 10 years, which is 10%, 20%, 30%, 40% and
so on. They’re going to do the same on the north side, as well. VanTrust will say
that this is a standard, get tax abatements while depressing the surrounding
community. Do not make the same mistake. Fix the current problem on the south
and west side, which hopefully they did today. It doesn’t fix this problem, and it
does not fix the people on 300 and 400, but hopefully what they talked about
completes Phase 1.

Phase 3, by the way, is to go to Lebanon across the street and put another
warehouse there, to completely surround the community. That’s Phase 3. Even
though they called this Phase 1 the first time. Now they are calling it Phase 2.
Non-compliant, finally just points of issue, and this is the last part is, non-
compliant with Zionsville comprehensive plan. It doesn’t comply with mixed
usage. Your assessment from your project manager, or your developer here in
your town, even states that in there that it does divert from your comprehensive
plan. Roads incompatible with land usage, using INDOT current plan for
assessment and comprehensive plan. Water issues, at least 50%, are going to be
impacted. No structure in place in order to deal with that. Property values are
going down and are issues on that side. VanTrust has tax benefits and right now,
all of the cost has been shouldered by the community up to this point. Keep to
your comprehensive plan. Your word to Perry Township and the partnership we
forged with you. This is an opportunity for you to gain that trust again in Perry
Township from coming into our community and us inviting you into the
community as a partner. Vote no for this plan for the recommendation. It’s easy,
I think it’s really an easy vote. And, again, I’m grateful that they do have Phase 1
finally after two years. They’re actually going to get water for that community.

All right. Thank you. Is there anybody else have any comments on this?

Good evening. I’m Carolyn McFair and my husband, Andy. We live at the corner
of 300 East and 400 South. So, we are directly across from this big warehouse.
We built our home about 26 years ago, and are planning to stay there until we
can no longer take care of the place. Andy has his pole barn for his hobbies,
which is something that he had wanted for years. We would like to keep the
value of our property. I’m afraid this will decrease the value. Our home is part of
our legacy to our daughters. There are eight homes in this stretch on the road. Of
those eight, five have been occupied by the same families for over 26 years.
That’s how long we’ve been out there. | don’t know how long some of the others
have been there. The other three homes, one was sold last year because of a death
of the residents and it was sold to a young neighborhood farmer, and the other
two changed hands approximately three times. So, you can tell this is really a
very stable neighborhood. All of us will be facing this big warehouse, a 55-foot
tall warehouse. We will see it every time we drive out of our driveway, and out
our front windows.
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Let me put this into perspective how large this warehouse would be. The building
itself is proposed to be 780,560 square feet. When you divide the 780,560 square
feet by 43,560, which is the square feet in one acre, it equals 17.923 acres. Now,
we have eight homesteads, approximately 1-acre each. That would be about 8
acres. Therefore, our homes would fit into this warehouse, not once, but twice. If
you stacked our homes to reach the 55-foot tall, they would be stacked at least 3
deep. This building would dwarf our homes, and knock dead into our
neighborhood. On the north end of the warehouse, 203 parking spaces are
proposed. That would be directly across from our home. Several of us are retired,
or will retire in the next few years. We were awakened by alarms clocks for
years, and now we do not want to be awakened by slamming doors, and voices of
employees arriving for work. Please do not rezone this land for their huge
warehouse. And, Petition 2019-52-Z, Exhibit 11, they had proposed construction
and maintenance of a landscaped berm along the real estate’s eastern property
line, where it would be abutting Saratoga subdivision. A berm approximately 12
feet tall, and 60 feet wide, with a 6-foot privacy fence on top. See Exhibit 11, #3
for more details. We are requesting to have the same landscaped sound barrier,
lighting and signage on 400 South for whatever is to be the building there. We
also do not want to hear semis, and see their lights, slamming car doors and truck
doors, voices of worker, machinery usage and backup beepers. Please provide
this buffer for us, as well as for Saratoga.

We do not think a giant warehouse is a good usage to the land. General business
or residential would be much more desirable with more green spaces. The
buildings could be built around the natural water drainage, and have more green
space for the ground to absorb the rainwater to replenish our water systems. As
mentioned at the December meeting, Saratoga has well and water problems. We,
too, have the bucket well, but we have good water at this time, and a good
supply. If you cover the land with cement and asphalt, the rainwater cannot soak
into the ground, and therefore go into our water usage. The well drillers we have
spoken with could not say for certain that it will not affect our water supply. By
building shorter buildings, there would not be as much contrast in height of the
buildings and the homes. Lighting and signage would not be as invasive as
awnings used in tall buildings. Sound barriers would still be desirable, to ensure
the privacy of the homeowners and the businesses. Please keep us updated on
your plans and consider our feelings and needs for the long-time homeowners.
Please give us more notice than a registered letter the day before the meeting. We
do not want to lose our tranquil neighborhood. We would much rather see corn
and beans growing, than buildings. They do not make any noise or have lights.
We want to keep the value of our homes that we love. I’m sure none of you,
including the developers, would like to face a 50-foot tall, 18-acre warehouse
every time you look out your front windows or drive out of your driveways.
Thank you for listening to our concerns and suggestions.

All right. Thank you. Is there anybody else who would like to comment? If there
is none, Mr. Price, would you like to respond?

Appreciate the opportunity to respond. | was making some notes, as Mr. Trescari
was talking, and certainly the last speaker, as well. With regard to the solution
arrived at for this phase of the project, it is a different commitment, certainly,
than what was originally made. The commitment originally was to install a water

Page 11 of 39



Zionsville Plan Commission
February 18, 2020

line to carefully crafted commitment that indicated that it’s subject to permitting.
The permitting requirement by the utility, that is outside of our control. That’s no
question that’s true. That’s part of the reason we’ve been involved in the
additional discussions we have been. Part of that permitting was that between 17
and 20, as | indicated, homeowners connect. And the cost to them of doing that,
and the timing, in addition. Some of them just didn’t want to do that because
their wells were functioning, made that an impossibility. So, we have honored the
commitment as made for Phase 1, but realizing that the problem persists.

Nevertheless, we’ve engaged in this discussion to reach the new agreement. And,
I’ll say, the problem that exists is not as much as it’s two-sided, which is that a
lot of the ills that Mr. Trescari notes are right in the sense that the area is devoid
of infrastructure. It has no infrastructure. Their homes essentially have no
infrastructure. They were built without utilities. They were built without water or
sewer, limited stormwater, and what this project does is provide the platform so
that some of that infrastructure can be provided to an area that otherwise lacks it.
And, does so in a way that imposes no burden on adjoining county roads. It’s not
using County Road 300 or County Road 400 to access in and out. So, it can use
the existing Indianapolis Road, the existing 267 interchange, which is
immediately next door, and being modified further following a flow capacity
analysis that was done a couple of years ago. So, the infrastructure that does exist
supports a logistics-type use and the land use that Saratoga maintains is not
supported by any infrastructure. This brings the infrastructure to them.

The other thing that is important, and it’s noted in our staff report, which is not,
the staff report is not carelessly drafted. It’s drafted with regard to the actual
criteria for evaluating a rezone petition. What the staff report notes is that a
statutory element of evaluating the propriety of a rezoning request is what the
current conditions are, and what the prevailing land use pattern is. And, that’s
noted expressly in the staff report. And, what that, what it shows is that this
property immediately south, this is the subject VanTrust property, right here, and
right around the corner here. Immediately south of it is an industrially-zoned
property that was developed after Zionsville’s comprehensive plan was adopted
by Whitestown, and then similarly, Whitestown approved significant commercial
activity right in the shadow of the Saratoga subdivision in the form of a new
filling station.

And, so we have been, we have listened to and been sympathetic to Mr.
Trescari’s concerns over the planning process that he experience in Whitestown.
And, that experience was to permit the gas station development immediately east
of their neighborhood without any significant buffering, and, | might also add,
permitting a fuel service station immediately adjacent to a residential subdivision
that gets its water from wells. And, so when he says he was a foot soldier for
seeking a new relationship with a different municipality, | totally understand that.
And, | think what we believe this project represents is a good representation of
that partnership. That the partnership here has been to insist upon robust
screening and buffering, and insist upon berming infrastructure to an area that
otherwise does not have any infrastructure. And, that’s been the product of the
community having a voice in this process where they were voiceless with the
prior municipality. And we think that’s a significant improvement.
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But we also believe that they were given a voice, and not a veto. That partnership
was two-fold. There were two parties to that marriage. One being the Perry
Township residents, who rightfully wanted a better deal, and the other being the
existing residents of Zionsville, who benefit tremendously from adding a
responsible addition of commercial tax-base to our community. And, so what this
project seeks to do is to balance those competing interests in a way that respects
both parties to the relationship, if it’s to go forward.

A couple other things | wanted to mention. The agreement that we’ve struck is
significant in the sense that it will not involve, | think there was an expression
used about a dump of water. | think suggesting that there’s going to be somehow
significant and maybe unusual volumes of water used by Saratoga and the
community, or the property owner, along 400. One of the things that this design
does is allows us to loop the water system so there is a continuous flow. There is
not a requirement to have a letting of the water to flush the lines or anything like
that. That’s one of the tremendous advantages of this design that we’ve worked
very hard to achieve. | think | mentioned that this project, again, | want to make
sure there is not any misunderstanding on this point. There is not access onto
County Road 400 or 300. There is no requirement for any truck or any other
vehicle leaving this building to ever access County Road 400 or 300. It just does
not. It would seem that any future, if there were any future mixed-use
opportunities in this vicinity that were of such scale, that they could occupy this
large acre parcel, and support the vast amount of infrastructure that would be
needed for them to come up out of the ground, would almost certainly gain
access onto 300 and 400 in order for those properties to be used, and that would
burden an area that does not have an adequate road system with those uses,
whatever those mixed uses might be on the west side of an existing industrially-
zoned property and, | might also add, north of an existing industrially-zoned
property too. It’s bordered on two sides by industrial-zoned properties.

So, for this reason, for these reasons, we think this is a good compromise that
gives voice to all parties” concerns and all parties to the partnership that I think
does exist. With regard to the second speaker, we respect very much, and
appreciate how succinctly she made her excellent points. We are fully prepared
to include a buffering and screening package on the north side of that property.
We contemplate having a 40-foot buffer, and can include a berm and
landscaping, as well, and the same commitments as far as the lighting, signage
could apply on that side of the building, as well. So, we’re fully prepared to do
that. We were contacted by at least two separate homeowners on that side of the
building. We’re reached out to them in writing a couple different times and were
not able to get a response. But we are prepared to make those same
commitments. | would add that one of the benefits of the layout for the property
owners on the north side of 400 is that there are no loading docks contemplated
on that side of the development. So, consistent with other projects that have been
approved in Zionsville with regard to instances where homes were immediately
across the street from an existing county road. What’s been done in those
instances, and I’m speaking of Becknell project, for example. What’s been done
in those instances is that there has been buffering and screening done between
those homes and the newly approved structure, and they have limited the layout
so that there were not loading docks on that side of the property. And, we are
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committed to following that precedent, as well. And, appreciate your
consideration again, and would answer anyone’s questions.

All right. Thank you. If you’re going to respond, you have to respond specifically
to comments that he’s made.

Thank you. Again, with the infrastructure that was discussed, we have
infrastructure in that area. We paid tens of thousands of dollars for our wells, and
for our septic systems. And they worked. And they worked for quite a long time
until the last three years when we started to see a lot of the development in that
area just run over the top of us. And, we started to see the huge issues from there.
It’s a self-licking lollipop where you have one, they jumped over 267, and then
you have one, they say, why we can’t we put one there, why can’t we put one
there, why can’t we put one there, why can’t we put one there, why can’t we put
around, and then completely surround the community in it. The other point | have
to make that was discussed is that they are putting this infrastructure in. We don’t
have water. Okay. So, the question is, is this contingent upon them doing this,
because if that’s the case, they haven’t gone and finalized their agreement with us
in Phase 1. We do not have water in that community as of today. So, if this plan
is contingent upon you agreeing for them to build that structure on it, then yes,
we have a lot of problems with that because that was not the agreement in Phase
1.

Phase 1 was they were supposed to run the lines into that community and they
have not done it. And they could have paid and done what they’re doing now, but
they decided not to. Instead, what they’re doing is telling you, if you do this,
we’ll go ahead and do that. Utilization of staff report from this community, it
specifically says deviation from comprehensive plan to facilitate the rezoning.
And, that’s Page 3 of 4 on it. And, if you look at that, they’re saying we look at
this as supportable. But they’re telling you, they’re deviating from the
comprehensive plan. Okay. So, there’s no mistake in the fact that this does not
follow your comprehensive plan, and it certainly doesn’t follow the agreement
that we had as a partnership. We talk about partnership in this piece. We’re
running away from Whitestown. And, what they’re saying is because of what
Whitestown has done, you should do the same thing. And, so when we went to
you, we felt that you were responsible in developing that area where Whitestown
was not responsible, or responsive, to the community that was in that area.
something also that we talked about with 17 individuals that they’re going to pay
for hookup with, and they talked about there. You have a petition that | gave you.
That’s over 140 names. There is some names that are crossed off because | could
not verify some of those individuals on that. Those are the people in and around
that community, which specifically says we don’t want that. We want the water,
and Phase 1, like promised, on the west side, but we don’t want that. Again,
we’re, he mentioned that the bay doors are not facing the 400, but bay doors, 88
of them are facing that residential area of Saratoga. They’re also facing 300. So,
I’m glad that there is a parking lot for 400, but there is bay doors for 300 and for
Saratoga, and it’s pretty extensive. We talked about their not utilizing 300 and
400. Three-hundred is a dirt road just so everybody knows. Okay. So, 300 is a
dirt road. Four hundred is a county road. They can’t use those roads. Based on
what we’ve seen with Whitestown, | guarantee you there is going to be trucks
down those roads, because they are going to think they are going to have access
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into that facility off of 400 and 300, just by the nature of the road system and
them driving in those areas. So, we were going to anticipate the use of these
trucks coming in, in and around that area, trying to find entrance into that area,
especially if they come up through Lebanon and Lebanon Road, not off of Exit
133. And, that’s going to be a huge problem for the community.

Additionally, he mentioned they’re not using 300 and 400 as a good thing. It’s
not a good thing to have one entrance and an exit point, because they’re running
alongside the community on both sides in order to get one access and entrance
point to get out of there. So, we’re going to have trucks going up and down that
area, of that area. Hearing the beeps as they back up. And, we hear that now in
the community. As they unload and load those trailers. It is extremely disruptive.
Okay. The only other last thing I have is just a clarification. If you don’t build, if
you don’t allow for them to build this, are they going to give us the water in
Phase 1 that they promised in alliance. That they promised in Phase 1. Because
I’m not really getting that. I’m getting that if you do this, they are going to do
that. But, right now, they’re in violation for the last 1% years of this plan for
Phase 1. They’re in violation now of that. We do not have the water. So, 1’d like
to get some clarification on that.

All right. Well, I’m going to close comment at this time. We’ve had the back and
forth. And, there will be some questions from members of the Plan Commission.
So, at this point, I’m going to ask for the staff report.

Reflecting the staff report that was submitted in the previous Plan Commission
meetings, staff recognizes understanding how the parcel fits into the developing
land use pattern is critical to the review of the request. And, therefore the Town
of Whitestown comprehensive plan was reviewed, as well. While Zionsville’s
recommendation for the land is residential, overlay with a mixed-use designation,
meaning any combination of open space, institutional, residential, commercial,
industrial and agricultural uses that are compatible with each other and the
surrounding land uses. The Zionsville comprehensive plan is neither reflective of
the overall intensification of non-residential development in the immediate area,
which has occurred in recent years, nor the Town of Whitestown comprehensive
plans’ recommendation of technology, mixed-use, commercial, light industry,
high-density, and medium density residential zoning. Because of these two
factors, a deviation from the comprehensive plan to facilitate a rezoning is
supportable in the opinion of staff. Staff remains supportive of the project subject
to finalization of written commitments, which include landscaping and the
proposed buffering.

All right. Thank you. At this point in time, I’ll open it up for questions from any
of the members of the Plan Commission.

You talked about landscaping and buffering. Does it also include adequate water?
Or getting the water since Whitestown has apparently now agreed? Is that one of
the commitments too?

Mr. Price. Would you like to answer?
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It is. The way we’ve structured this is, we have a development agreement that
covers each of the lot owners in the Saratoga subdivision, plus the adjoiners, and
what we’ve pulled into the commitments is, which I included as kind of a loose
piece of paper behind Tab #4, is a provision that if, for some reason, the project,
my client ended up buying the property, then the terms of that agreement, as |
have described it, become part of the recordable commitments against the
property. So, that’s the way we pull that thread through, and make that part of the
commitment. And, the distinction was, we’re in violation of nothing. That’s not
the same thing as saying that a practical problem doesn’t exist. A practical
problem exists. They do not have the threshold number of connectors in order to
induce Whitestown to give us the permit and the permit is necessary in order for
us to carry out the prior commitment. And, that’s why we’ve been, we’ve gone
forth with all of our development approvals while we’ve all worked through this
process.

I want to, this is something that’s been going around and around. As part of
Phase 1, the original building that’s gone up and been constructed.

Yes, sir.

Was there an agreement to provide water service to Saratoga?

There was an agreement to extend an 8-inch water line subject to permitting.
And, the permitting requirement is that there be 17 to 20 connectors. So,
Whitestown controls - -

--Was that part of the agreement that was made?

I’m sorry.

Was that part of the agreement originally made?

Yes, sir. Absolutely.

Do we have any record of that?

It’s in writing. It’s part of the written commitments.

[inaudible] 1:07:58

If that were not the case, we’ve gotten a unanimous approval for our
development plan approval. We’ve been issued building permits. We’ve honored

our commitment fully. And, certainly it’s not mentioned in the staff report. |
would think that that would be in the staff report.

Matt, with regard to access issue. | know that commitment, proposed
commitment #9 says that the real estate will comply with the submitted site plan,
etc. etc. Would you be agreeable to adding another statement that there would be
no access onto the two county roads you mentioned? | know there may be, you
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think the site plan deals with it, but 10 years from now, we’re looking at the
words, we might prefer that be in there.

We’re amenable to that clarification.

[Long pause]

We have members reading the language. That’s the pause.
So, is the building in Phase 1 received its water line?

It has not. | believe the water line has not been installed. It’s under construction
now.

I mean, I’m, did anybody else read anything that said there had to be some sort
of?

Well, | mean it said built to the standards of the utility.

Correct. That’s 4 feet in the ground and buried in stone, and certain sized pipe.
Well, I mean that could be the loop and flow and all that stuff. | don’t know.
Once again, it’s utility standard. It’s not making any statement regarding that
there had to be so many clients, people signing up to do it. In other words, you
just haven’t met the standard for the previous Phase 1. You’ve not - -

--May | see what’s being handed out, t00?

Sure. It’s number 8.

It says subject to the applicable permit requirements of the water utility.

Okay.

Well, the permit requirements are that they have a minimum number of
connectors. | mean, that’s precisely the issue that’s been confronted.

So, in other words, you made an agreement to something that you didn’t control.
What we understood at the time - -

--Ah, don’t care.

We made a subject, we made a commitment - -

--Matt, you’re supposed to be the expert.

I am the expert. It was made subject to items in their control, which is having the

number of requisite connectors.
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I don’t see anything in there that it was a, we will do something subject to you
actually being deemed satisfactory to Whitestown, for lack of better term.

I think that’s exactly what subject to their permitting requirements means, under
the utility standards. Absolutely.

I can almost bet that didn’t show up in the conversation you had with the
neighborhood, or with us, when you made that agreement.

And, as | mentioned that commitment was made before the Town Council, and
certainly | can tell you that we had discussions about making sure that what we
were agreeing to had to be permitted by the utility. Absolutely. Precisely because
we’re not in control of that. It’s an item that is within their control, and that’s
why you make it subject to.

[inaudible] Mr. President, may I--

No. At this point, no. Thank you. The one thing I’d like to add on this is that their
failure to comply or, in your opinion, not meet something from, something that
was approved in 2018 on a wholly separate petition. | mean, that can’t be a
reason to refuse this one. You have to stick, it’s the factors - -

--Well, they haven’t completed the obligations that they agreed to for Phase 1
yet, and now they’re asking for an extension with Phase 2.

Well, I think it’s a difference of opinion potentially on, you know, if they can’t
get permitting, do they attempt to fulfill. The point is, since their failure to
comply with something in your perception, is not justification to deny or not act
on this petition. It has to be, it has to stick to the factors that are part of our
decision-making process for this.

Mr. Chairman, if I might shed some light on this. Having been involved from the
early phases of this, we do not believe, speaking on behalf of the signatories of
this agreement, believe that VanTrust is in violation. | reached out to Whitestown
early on in the process in Phase 1. Had a personal conversation with members of
their utility staff, and was not aware of a minimum take requirement. If there was
a minimum take requirement discussed, had no idea that it would be as high as
the threshold set by Whitestown. VanTrust has stood ready to install the line, and
my clients have not been able to meet that, what | would call permitting, or the
standards that Whitestown required. So, | understand that there may be some
words in this that we’re differing over. The intention was for that line to be
installed subject to Whitestown’s approval, and | personally thought those Ts
were crossed. | know that Mr. Price thought those Ts were crossed. As the
engineering evolved, and more stringent requirements and takes of water, and in
fairness, that was a moving target. And, VanTrust has thrown additional
engineering costs in trying to solve that. Part of the solution to that has now been
to go out to 400 South and loop it, and that’s reduced that number significantly.
So, having been involved in this, | understand that there is frustration that there is
not a water line installed, but Whitestown literally will not allow it to be installed
until there is a commitment from residents to hook on. They won’t allow
VanTrust to put it in the ground and cap it, and wait until, we’ve talked about it,
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thought about it. Say, hey, let’s put it in there and wait until we have the requisite
number of commitments done over a period of time. And, they won’t allow that.
So, | disagree, knowing the intention of how this evolved. There is a problem in
the neighborhood. These residents are working to solve it? Yes. Is it perfect? No.
But we believe that we’ve worked out a resolution to solve a problem for existing
residences with a difficult issue. So, | hope that sheds some light on it. We don’t
view that there has been a violation. Trust me. If there had been, | would have
been pointing that out long ago. So, thank you.

If you can speak to permitting or something of that nature.

It is to that. Because the language says that the owners of Saratoga, according to
this document, don’t have any requirements to hook up. So, the agreement was
that they were going to put the lines, but there was no requirement in this piece
for any resident in Saratoga to hook up. And, so that was the agreement.

Any additional? Is there more questions, comments? Go ahead.

| guess one question that | have is that, you know, previously this got agreed to
based on the agreement of the residents that water would be provided, and it
sounds like the understanding of the requirements of Whitestown changed after
the fact. And, there was not water provided. To what extent is the agreement with
them worked out, and finalized to the point where we’re not going to come to
find out later that now something else is changed and water cannot be provided
for a different reason?

You are hitting the nail with a hammer. We totally agree. And, Jeff and I, that’s
what we’ve spent the last several months doing, is getting that documented in
writing with Whitestown, as far as exactly what their permitting requirements are
should we go this route. And, so we have had our engineers, with their engineers,
and we reduced it to writing and we know exactly the pathway, and the number
of requisite required connectors in order to receive the permit. So, we’re
confident that this solution has the buy-in from Whitestown, as well, so that we
can dislodge that permit. We were saying questions and concerns. We’re going to
go to this considerable expense and to this effort of reducing all of this to written
agreement. We wanted to know that Whitestown was going to be standing behind
it, as well.

How did this solution come about, | mean, arguably so late in the game relative
to 2 years ago? Was this not an option at that time?

It was not in the sense that one of the, and | use the word serendipitous, because
it really was something very unexpected, but one of the things that came to the
floor that was not present before was the ability to loop back east along County
Road 400. We had explored the possibility of locating a water line in the right-of-
way for County Road 400 going all the way back to the main on Indianapolis
Road. And, Whitestown would not grant a permit for a water line in the right-of-
way, and so what it meant was you had to get an assemblage of property owners
that all had some reason to want to grant you an easement, some of whom even
refused payment for an easement, and so when this new property owner came to
the floor and controlled, and there had been some change in circumstances, she

Page 19 of 39



Zionsville Plan Commission
February 18, 2020

Franz

Papa

Price

Franz
Price

Papa/Lewis?

Price

Franz

Papa

gained control of certain of these parcels after that project was approved.
Suddenly, she had the properties that were contiguous that allowed the pathway
back if she became a party to the agreement, and she did. So, it took a lot of time
and effort to work through that.

Any other questions. | guess | don’t have to look down that way. It’s just this side
of the - -

Can you describe the buffer on the north side you talked about?

Yes. So, it would be a 40-foot wide buffer. | think we had originally
contemplated a 4-foot tall berm. Zionsville has certain planting valuations that
are required to be along that berm, and so we would adhere to the Town’s
standards for making those plantings on the top of that berm, as well, such that
you create a screen between the homes on the north side, and the doorway,
entryways for the building across the way.

And, that would be incorporated into the development plan?
Yes.

And, that would be added to your commitments. | know that this is, you’re on the
fly, you’re working on the fly, but that would be another commitment that you
make.

We’re prepared to make part of the commitment, yes. That is part of our
development plan proposal.

Is there any additional questions? Comments?

Just one point, there are a couple references to the reorganization and promises
that were made, and | want to just read what the two things that were relevant
there. I’m not giving an opinion either way, but this is in the reorg document that
both governmental bodies approved and the voters approved after that. Regarding
zoning, it says all zoning classifications and zoning of property in Perry
Township at 11:59 p.m. on December 31, 2014 shall be the classifications and
zoning of such parcels in the Town of Zionsville on January 1, 2015, and remains
such until and unless changed, replaced or amended by the Town of Zionsville.
Contemplates changes after that, and then there was another provision that a lot
of confusion goes around that issue of in our reorganized Town we have the
urban district and the rural district, and there is a process for neighborhoods that
are adjoining the urban district every few years to be considered to be joined in if
they have services. And, so this says that that process applies to Perry Township,
which means it’s not going to get there for decades, but there is a provision that
says if an individual property owner wants to be considered urban, they can
petition in writing and that has to be signed by at least one member of the Town
Council that represents them, and then the Council would have to approve it. So,
it’s not directly relevant, but that causes some confusion with the question about
whether or not property can be rezoned. That’s separate. That’s on urban versus
rural classification. And, that’s ZR2B8 and ZR2B9 from the 2014 reorganization.
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Additionally, while the comprehensive plan is a piece of the factors that we can
make decisions upon, or use as OA guide. It, by itself, is not the determining
factor. There is other factors that can be considered that can allow us to, you
know, override, you know, what is in the comprehensive plan. So, it’s just one
piece. And comprehensive plans over the years do change, whether through
zoning or through renewal or rewrite of the comprehensive plan itself. Is there
anything else? All right. So, given there are only 5 members of the Plan
Commission that are going to be able to vote on this matter, we will need a group
of 4, a quorum of the entire group to pass onto the Town Council, either a
favorable or whatever approval that we elect to do so. Failure to reach a 3 to 2, or
4-vote then would send it to them without a recommendation?

Correct.

So, it would go forward without a recommendation to the Town Council, and it
would still be subject to their final decision on if this is approved or not. With
that, is there a motion on this matter?

I’ll make one just so we can vote on it. | move that Docket # 2019-52-Z to rezone
approximately 81.369 acres in the AG agricultural zoning district to rural 12 light
industry zoning district receive a favorable recommendation based on the
finalization of the proposed written commitments, Exhibit 10 and 11, with the
inclusion to approve the addition berm, Exhibit 9, including site cross-section
Exhibit 8, and findings in the staff report and then we have additional - -

--berm on the north side of the property.

And, is that followed with as presented? As presented with recommendation
being certified to the Town Council for adoption or rejection.

All right. So, we have a motion. Is there a second?
Second.

All right. We have a motion with a second. At this point in time, | will take a roll
call on this matter. Janice?

Ms. Grabianowski?
Aye.

Mr. Jones?

Nay.

Mr. Papa?

Aye.

Mr. Lewis?
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Aye. Motion carries 4 to 1. This will be forwarded to the Town Council with a
recommendation for approval. Thank you. Next on the Docket are items number
# 2020-04-CA, # 2020-01-PP, # 2020-03-DP, Appaloosa Crossing, 10901 East
300 South. Petition for commitment amendment of 57.53 acres to amend the
location of a water feature along US 421 from the mid-point of the overall
development frontage to the southern portion of the frontage along US 421,
petition for primary plat of 57.53 acres for 12 lots, 2 blocks and 2 common areas
within the rural GB general business zoning district, the rural PB professional
business district and the R2 low density single family and 2-family residential
district, and a petition for development plan approval of 23,000 plus or minus
square foot multi-tenant retail building on a 3.4 plus or minus acres within the
rural GB general business zoning district in the rural Michigan Road Overlay,
MRO, waivers of building materials and architectural design requirements
requested. Is the petitioner present?

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. For the record, my name is Matt Price. | am
attorney with Dentons, Bingham, Greenebaum in Indianapolis, Indiana with an
address of 10 West Market Street. I’m here tonight on behalf of the property
owner and developer, Bob Harris, with Harris FLP. Greg Snelling is our civil
engineer in the back right over there. Jerry Williams is our project manager. And,
Jeff Desmitt. Is Jeff here? Yes. Who is with Access Architects, and we’re all
available to answer your questions. | wanted to give an overview of the project,
and before | start, we had pre-filed these on this matter. Does everyone have their
booklets? Because I’m going to refer to that. I’ve got extra copies if you need
one. Okay. First, we’ve talked about this property many times over the last
several years. The property was originally rezoned back in 2008, and then there
was some modifications made in, I think it was 2016, we made some changes in
order to permit a fueling center, and then most recently this last fall and winter
we made some additional commitment modifications to what we believe is a
modernization of the proposal to reflect a mixed-use development that would
also potentially incorporate the residential uses, making it have the attributes of a
lifestyle center.

It’s a property, as you’ll hear, has been in Mr. Harris’s family for many years,
and when | say many years, over 50 years, and then part of what we’re here
tonight is to give a nod to that legacy through an architectural vehicle, which Jeff
will explain later in on my presentation. But, the first slide, if you will, behind
the Number 1, is the property at the southeast corner of County Road 300 and
Michigan Road, so you can see its general shape. We will talk a little bit about
how we’ve expanded the footprint of the property a little bit for this proposal,
and that’s part of our initial request, which is best illustrated behind Tab #2. This
is our current site plan, and right now our plan is to develop the project in phases.
And, that really means two things in this context. One is, we’re here tonight to
receive plat approval for the initial phase, which is the initial perimeter out-lots,
plus the common area designations, which are used for water features that we
have throughout the property. And, then there are certain other large areas of
property that are really reserved for subsequent phases of the project. And, we
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think that some portion of those will be used in all likelihood for a residential
user sometime in the future. And, then, outside of platting, we’re here for the
initial project that is actually coming out of the ground with vertical
improvements, which is the retail shops that are up here in the northwest corner
of the project, and that’s the summary that was the 23,000-square foot retail
center. And, so that’s kind of the initial phase that we’re seeking to plat. We are
in contract with other out-lot purchasers and users, who we expect to follow suit
in subsequent months and come through for development plan approvals for their
individual structure. But, they’re just not as far along as the retail shops are
today.

One of the modifications that we’re here seeking tonight relates to the change in
the concept plan that was attached to our zoning commitments that were
amended last fall. Those included a centrally located water feature along US 421,
and the commitment made was to have a water feature along US 421. We still
maintain such a water feature here on the very southern end of the project, but
because it was no longer centrally located as shown on that concept plan, we
discussed with Mr. Kilmer and staff, and concluded that the safest course was to
modify that commitment expressly and relocate that water feature to the south.
And, that’s on additional property that Mr. Harris recently purchased actually
back in December, and we think one, it serves a utilitarian purpose as far as
serving as additional retention, but it also creates an additional buffer between
the project and the Bridlewood subdivision to the south. So, it serves that dual
purpose. So, that’s kind of what you’ll see in the summary memorandum that’s
included in your staff reports, is that’s what’s being done. Moving the centrally
located pond feature to the south. Behind Tab #3 is in multiple pages, the actual
what is the primary plat. And, this lays out the road sections, utilities, lot lines,
setbacks, etc. relating to the initial phase of the project that we’re platting here
this evening, which are the out-lots along County Road 300, along US 421, and
then, in particular, the lot at the very northern portion that is to be developed for
the retail shops. Then, behind Tab #4, we’re kind of zeroing in on the more
specific approvals that we’re here for this evening. This is an example of the
representation of, excuse me, of the landscaping plan associated with the retail
shops.

We should know, and it’s in your staff report, but I’ll mention it. We have a
couple of pending variances before the Board of Zoning Appeals relating to two
landscape-relating requirements that are found in Zionsville’s overlay zone. One
is that we’re seeking to eliminate foundation plantings, and | can talk a little bit
about that, and then secondly, we’re seeking some relief from the requirement for
a 6-foot perimeter parking strip around the parking lot. And, what we’ve done is
we have taken the plantings that would otherwise be planted as foundation
plantings, and in the perimeter parking lot, and we’ve added landscaping to the
east of our building, which for long-term purposes, we think will provide a nice
treescape and landscaping area along the private drive that goes behind the
building, and then in the near term, also provide some additional screening
between the project and the Willow Glen subdivision that is immediately east.
And, so that’s the landscaping plan. I’m going to give just a brief introduction.
Maybe, Jeff, you could come on up while I’m talking about this. The last section
is showing our rendering of the retail shops themselves, and with all that | had
mentioned of the legacy of Mr. Harris’s family owning this property, and one of
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the interesting facts is that the family historically had a white barn on that
property. And, so Mr. Harris went to great lengths to really have a vision for
what this first property would look like. He has, Mr. Harris has an equestrian
background and family interest in that himself, and that taken together with the
history of having a white barn there, he wanted to establish that the property
would borrow from equestrian-type themes, and that that would be the initial of
setting the initial tone for the development going forward. What that does,
though, is it also implicates a couple of requirements under the overlay zone,
which were not specifically directed towards that kind of architectural theme, and
so we’re seeking two waivers from the overlay zone architectural requirements,
which I’ve asked Jeff to expand upon just briefly. And, Jeff, if you would come
on up and introduce yourself.

Jeff DeSmitt. I’m an associate principal with Access Architecture in Indianapolis,
618 East Market Street. So, what we want to kind of overview with you guys was
that the two waivers, originally there were three, but | believe, based on the
previous staff comments, the requirement that we cannot exceed 75% of the total
ground level first floor facade for glass area, we provided an exhibit on Sheet
8505 that shows the typical storefront bay is less than that 75%. So, the two
waivers that we would be seeking, the first would be an architectural design
theme, so as you all know the overall design should be consistent with a, or
complementary to their colonial federal Georgian decorum or Greek revival
periods. | think one of the things that we worked really hard with Mr. Harris to
come up with is a style that is more rural than it is urban, and so with that there
are longer stretches than we would normally see with the ins and outs, and that
gets to the second waiver, which is the building fagcade’s waiver that requires off-
sets for buildings that have lengths of more than 90 feet. So, what we’ve tried to
do to get around some of those deviations, we have supplied different
architectural materials. There are canopies that provide a continuous walkway
from one end of the building to the other under cover. That is also the reason why
they are requesting the variance for the foundation plantings along the west side.
We did not feel it was appropriate to put foundation plantings under a 10-foot
deep canopy, so that’s why those plantings were then moved to other phases on
the project. And, as far as the actual overall theme, | think, when we’re looking at
where this property is at, and the rural nature for where it’s at, we really think
that the design that we presented, and as the Commission has noted, will be the
first in an overall integrated area, really seeks to establish kind of that agrarian
rural-style as the foundation for future developments on the site. And, we’d be
more than happy to answer any additional questions that you may have.

I’ll close by just briefly making a couple of statements. We interpreted each of
the staff reports as supporting a recommendation of approval. | will say that there
is a set of engineering comments that are appended as an exhibit to the primary
plat and development plan staff report, and | wanted to note those just briefly,
which is that our development team started really last fall. Meeting with staff to
do more than just a pre-filing meeting, but to really sit down and work through
the ordinances and the requirements pertaining to the ordinance so that we had
really a head-start on the engineering requirements for the site. So, we did that on
multiple occasions, and then really went through the TAC process. And, so while
the number of discreet items that are referenced in the staff report seem like a
great number of engineering comments, it is significantly reduced from where we
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started by some 80% or more, depending on how you view each one of the
discreet comments. And, with regard to two in particular that | wanted to note,
really the only two that | saw as being called out in the staff report. One related to
drainage. We have done a substantial really re-working of our drainage plan after
receiving our TAC comments. There are some additional comments in the staff
report that we believe are of a very highly technical nature, and do not go to the
functionality of does the drainage plan for the property function. And,
consultation with Greg Snelling, who is our civil engineer, we think that with
additional dialogue, and really clarification of the Town’s comments on those
points, they can be addressed in subsequent administrative review.

And, then the second comment had to do with the traffic study, and | wanted to
speak a little bit about that. Our initial traffic study was based on having the,
basically a power center-type model, where a Kroger was the anchor user for the
site. And, there were various comments made about how the drive-thrus, or
specific uses, might affect the recommendations or outcome of the traffic study.
And, we posed that question to our transportation engineer, and he provided it
back to the Town that he had premised the study, and these are his words, based
on the maximum practical build-out for improvements along US 421 and County
Road 300, meaning that he did it based on the maximum development potential
of this site. And, he goes on to say that while there might be incremental
increases in traffic due to a specific use or user, that it would likely be
accommodated by the recommendations called out in the traffic study. And,
those are accounted for in the platting, meaning that we have dedicated right-of-
way so that we can install the appropriate turn lanes, and the other
recommendation was to have a traffic similization in our main entrance on 421,
our full entrance on 421. And, so we believe that while certainly we’ll identify
and have discreet users that may differ somewhat from what the traffic study was
premised upon, that the traffic study itself was premised upon the maximum.
And, so the recommendations, as we understand the report, would not change.
And, really, they couldn’t change. They’re going to recommend the same
mitigating factors be installed, and we have accounted for that. | just wanted to
draw special attention to those particular points. With that, any of us on the
development team would be happy to answer any questions that you have, and
we look forward to working with you on this this evening.

All right. Thank you. At this point, is there any comments from any of the
members of the public? If there are none, can we have staff report please?

As mentioned, there are three different petitions under consideration this evening
for the property. Give a very brief summary of each staff report, beginning with
Case # 2020-04-CA, the Appaloosa Crossing commitment amendment. This is a
petition for commitment amendment to replace the recorded concept plan with a
revised concept plan, which relocates a water feature from the midway point of
the site to the most southern portion of the subject site. Commitments for the
subject property, or subject site, were originally recorded in association with
rezoning of the property in 2008. This was done when the property was under the
jurisdiction of Boone County. Since the original rezoning, the commitments have
been amended twice, once in 2016 and most recently in 2019. Upon the 2019
approval, the petitioner recorded an amended and re-stated commitments
concerning the use and development of real estate, and this set of commitments
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included a conceptual plan, which showed the water feature midway along the
overall site frontage of US 421, which is seen in Exhibit #2 of the staff report. In
the current filing before you, this petition seeks to amend the 2019 amended and
restated commitments with a revised concept plan, which is attached at Exhibit
#3 to the staff report, and is seeking approval to relocate the water feature to the
most southern portion of the subject property, while still being placed along US
421. All other commitments within the recorded and amended restated
commitments are unchanged and would remain in effect. Staff is in support of the
petition to amend the prior commitments with this revised concept plan.

Summary of the staff report for the primary plat. This petition is for primary plat
of 57.53 acres to establish an integrated commercial center consisting of 12 lots,
2 blocks and 4 common areas within the GB, PB and R2 districts. The subject
site is also within the Michigan Road Overlay. Internal streets of the integrated
center are included on this perimeter and plat. The subject site is located on the
southeast corner of US Highway 421 and County Road 300 South, or 146"
Street. The overall proposed development intends 2 points of access from US
Highway 421, and 3 on County Road 300 South. The review of the primary plat
and its related facets were the topic of multiple meetings between staff and
petitioner. Many issues have been resolved, however, there are 2 aspects of the
proposed development in which the current Town engineer’s comments focus
details of the traffic impact study and details of the drainage facility. Staff does
recommend approval of petition # 2020-01-PP subject to the petitioner
addressing all comments noted within the Town engineer’s comment memo,
which is attached to the staff report as Exhibit #5.

Finally, a summary of the development plan petition for the shops. This petition
is for an approximately 23,000-square foot multi-tenant retail building on 3.40
acres within the GB and Michigan Road Overlay districts. Waivers of building
materials and architectural design requirements are being requested. Related
petitions to the subject site include development standard variances, two requests
related to landscaping. These requests were initially heard by the Zionsville
Board of Zoning Appeals on February 5, 2020, and were continued to the March
4, 2020 hearing. Details of the 2 variances have been mentioned. One a variance
of foundation plantings and the second variance of parking lot perimeter
plantings. The subject site is within the Michigan Road Overlay, and is therefore
subject to the architectural design requirements. The zoning ordinance does
provide the Plan Commission that the Plan Commission may grant waivers of
building materials and architectural design requirements, and approve the
proposed design provided the findings are met for the respective categories.
Regarding landscaping, should the two variances be approved by the Board of
Zoning Appeals, staff is supportive of the submitted landscape plan, which is
provided as Exhibit #4 to the staff report. The proposed lighting on the site is
compliant with ordinance requirements. Signage for the shops is not included
with this request for development plan. The petitioner will file a signage plan for
the entire Appaloosa Crossing integrated center at a future time. Staff does
recommend approval of the requested architectural building design, waiver and
the building materials waiver. Staff also recommends approval of the
development plan petition as filed, subject to resolution of the outstanding review
items identified by the Town’s engineer, Exhibit #5 of the staff report.
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All right. Thank you. At this point, I will open it up for questions from any of the
members of the Plan Commission.

It would have been a lot easier if we took each one of these separate.

I’m not sure when it’s appropriate to bring this up, but the matters pending before
the BZA that were continued, Mr. Jones can correct me if | state any of this
wrong, it’s just a little complicated to explain. So, what we were looking at was
on this, on this right here, there is the idea of the 6-foot perimeter for parking,
and we asked Mr. DeLong what the purpose of that was, and it was basically to
shield the adjoining road from headlights and so on. There is some stuff there,
but in this plan, what my understanding was is that you’re already giving up an
additional 75 feet to, | don’t know if it’s the Town or the State, but giving up an
additional 75 feet. Then you have the 30-feet buffer from the Michigan Road
Overlay, so there was a question raised as whether or not it’s clear that when you
have both of those things together, does the 6 feet have to be in addition to the 30
feet, or can the 6 feet of plantings be part of the 30 feet? And, it did kind of seem
unfair that, if you get on 75 feet and 30 feet, and then you would have to have
another 6 feet, and we’re talking about that, and then there was a concern raised
about, okay, but if we grant the variance for that, then what about the rest of the
project going on Michigan Road, because if we change our mind later, then it’s
going to have this weird 6-foot cutout later. So, there was a question of should
we wait and let the Plan Commission talk about whether or not, does that really
apply in the Michigan Road Overlay? If it does, do we want to change it for this,
or should it be addressed individually, or anyway. That was my understanding of
why we continued it, because we wanted the Plan Commission to talk about this
is a comprehensive project, in terms of whether or not you have a 6-foot gap
down the road. | don’t know if I missed anything.

Correct. That’s one of the things that we discussed regarding the, especially the
6-foot setback piece, was the fact that, you know, over the course of the years
there has been changes, and basically the take from the highway department,
along with the regular right-of-way setbacks was probably getting to the point
that it’s a little bit punitive to keep adding another 6 feet onto it. My comments
will be the same comments as the comments I’ve had all along regarding this
project. That, as a style of development, it is at best dated, as in, | always view
our position here as to find things that are going to work into 2030, 40 and 50,
and to me, this is straight up out of the 1980s. There is a lot of talk in the
marketing of this project, as well as in some of the literature, about it being a
mixed-use, kind of modernized development, but as you go through it, what
we’re seeing here is just the basic outlaw with a hope for some sort of future big-
box development in behind it. You know, | can read what mixed-use
developments is really are, and they are either vertically or horizontally kind of
integrated centers where they have truly multiple uses, both residential, office,
medical, business, retail, all combined on a parcel to make it actually kind of
almost a standalone unit. In other words, it’s kind of self-fulfilling. There is
actually people occupying it and using it. And the goal of it is of a mixed-use
project, is it cuts down on traffic. It is people-centric versus automotive-centric.
Part of the reason we kind of passed on it at the BZA is we wanted to see what
that little more fuller development was going to be, and just like what | was
concerned with at the BZA is what we’re being told right here tonight is this
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really basically an approval of the out-lots, with no real commitments to what
goes on behind it as far as going through just in summation of some of the
engineering comments. You know, the best is regarding the traffic study, where it
just flat-out says is that the most recent site plans vary significantly from the site
plan in the original traffic study, as it does not assume a fueling station or any of
the four drive-thrus shown in the most recent site plan. Therefore, the original
traffic impact study should be updated to reflect the most recent site plan. In
other words, we’re, you know, we’re back into this situation where we’re back on
our way into this development. Instead of having an overall plan for what they’re
going to do, and have it meet the basics of what is now considered a mixed-use-
type project, we’re getting presented this situation where we’re approving a
bunch of out-lots with an unknown coming in behind it, as well as a lot of
marketing and conversation about what it will be. There is no plan.

And, | guess in summation, you know, you can drive west out to Whitestown to
see what, you know, dotting of Main Street without out-lot looks like. I find it
interesting going over to Fishers and traveling up and down 116", and 1 go to
116" and Allisonville, and 1 go to 116" and Cumberland, and | see how in a 20-
year period you have got these type of integrated centers where the Marsh’s have
closed and it’s kind of thrown the rest of the development into, it’s a slum. It’s
just, it really, it just has a huge kind of negative impact, you know, on the
surrounding areas when these kinds of centers fail, and when they do fail, the fact
that they are so difficult to re-develop into anything else. The reason | mention
the one there at 116" and Allisonville, when the Marsh closed, Fishers actually
kind of required them to tear down the Marsh grocery store section out of the
strip center. The issue is, is that once they start to get on a downward cycle, you
know, they don’t really ever generate the revenue. They start to consume more
assets than benefit and produced, and just while I’m on this diatribe, you know,
I’ll bring up the fact that across the street we are trying to hold Holliday Farms
and their commercial development to some kind of standard, but here across the
street, we’re putting in a competitive competing development that doesn’t. And,
so | understand the TIF for Holliday Farms hasn’t been finalized, but my general
understanding of it is is that while the developer of Holliday Farms will be on the
hook for the debt, the way the TIF may work, once again, not sure, is that the
Town really just gets the net benefits after the property taxes of Holliday Farms
goes to pay off that debt.

You start creating competing developments that will probably be at a more cost-
competitive square foot rate. That’s going to put Holliday Farms into a situation
where they are going to have to compete with that, yet we’ve committed
ourselves to a situation where the gross property tax revenue off of one, is going
to get devoted to it before we get any of the net. In other words, we’re working
against ourselves. But we need to pick a path. We picked pretty strong path with
Pittmans and the Farms. We’re sorry that didn’t go through. We stayed on that
course when we scaled back the amount of commercial development that went
into Holliday Farms, but here we are piecemealing another commercial
integrated strip center at 146" and 421 that | just don’t see it moving us in a
positive direction. That’s about it.

My only thought about that is this was approved by the County before it was part
of the Town. There were commitments made by them that we inherited in terms
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of just the overall idea of the project, and this is, whatever this is, is desperately
needed. | mean, once you get north of Kroger, you’ve got to go all the way to the
gas station on Kirkland to get groceries, east all the way to Westfield, and west
all the way to Lebanon. | mean, there is nothing up there. So, | mean, |
understand your point about competing with Holliday Farms, but this project was
there long before that and was agreed to by the County before, the Town
inherited that thing that the county did before we got it. I’m not disagreeing with
your points.

| understand.
I’m saying there is some points on the other side of that.
So, for something that’s desperately needed, why has it taken it 13 years?

Well, this is the third iteration of what they’re going to build, or you know,
possibly more. Regarding the traffic study, | don’t know what the original plan,
conceptual plan, looked like, but my guess is it was quite a bit different than what
this was. So, | think an update to the traffic plan is going to be required in this
matter. So, I’ll say that. Relative to this, you know, when we, you were back here
in October. | guess you presented this in October, and you had the daycare and
you had some conceptual ideas there. Even the piece here is dramatically
different than what was on the concept plan at that time. You know, | guess when
I look at this, is there a cohesive plan? Is there any plan at this point for what’s
going to be the rest of it? | mean, you know, we can put this in here with this, and
then the next piece is, | think what Larry’s worried about, and what | guess I’'m
worried about was what’s the next piece look like. You know, how does that tie
into this?

Speaking of someone who lives to the north of this, there legitimately is nothing
up through there. You’re right. You have to go all the way to Kirkland, Lebanon,
Westfield to find any services of any nature. It’s been long awaited. A lot of folks
in Union Township area waited for this for a very long time. You know, 146"
Street, to my knowledge, is probably going to be 4 lanes in the next 5to 6 to 7
years, and 421 is probably following. This is going to be a 4-lane, 4-lane
intersection both directions. You’re going to have something that’s going to be
kind of, I think this is going to be a very desirable area in the long-term,
particularly considering the other side of the intersection cannot be, the northwest
side has got a power substation in it. You’ve got residential on the other side.
You’ve got to the north of this the old Woods Edge Landscaping center, which
could be potentially developed, as well, but for a major, major intersection, some
commercial out-lots like this, to me, make sense, because nobody, | mean, we
tried looking at Wolf Run a few years ago, and there was mass concern over
bringing commercial development into a residential area. Very difficult to try to
bring these things in, I think, and this area makes sense to me.

I think it’s needed too. I guess, you know, I’'m just wondering has there been
thought to try to, I mean, I guess it’s subject to what you’re going to be able to
attract in their business-wise, but is there some, has there been a thought to try, |
mean, | guess it’s subject to what you’re going to be able to attract in their
business-wise, but is there some, has there been a thought to actually, you know,
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here’s the plan, and this is what we’ll do. | mean, you know, we’ve got one piece
in here, and we’re talking about doing the 30-foot, 6-foot waiver. What’s that do
for the rest of, I mean, you know, there is a lot of unknowns that’s going up next
to it. 1 mean, we’re trying to figure out how do we make a decision based upon
the unknown?

Right. And, | think what we’ve been working on, when you speak about the
concept plan from last fall, you’re right. What you’re seeing is different than
what was seen in that concept plan in the sense that the plat, for example, lays out
exactly what the lot lines are, for example. It lays out where the streets go. It lays
out where the detention facilities go. And, so it is a whole different level of detail
as far as what was shown on that concept plan. And, the reason we’re able to do
that is because we do know, for the retail shops, for example, we know exactly
what that building requires, and we know in subsequent lots exactly what their
specifications require, as well, with regard to additional contracts that we have in
place that are not, they are not ripe enough to have the development plan review
yet, but we’re under contractual obligations to be able to deliver the lot to their
specifications. And, so we are making progress, and it is taking shape more
definitively. One thing | would add, too, is this is a little different parcel in
Zionsville as kind of landscape of commercial areas in that this is a commercial
node for the community that’s been identified for really decades, and beginning
back in 2008, Mr. Harris got the initial zoning in place. He felt like the timing
was good at that time to establish that node in something more concrete than just
a representation on a comp plan, which, as we discussed in the prior matter, is
subject to some debate.

So, you’ve removed that debate and actually established the zoning. Obviously,
for a few years post-2008 it wasn’t a real rosy time to develop real estate
anywhere, including Zionsville, and then we got way far down the road with
Kroger, and at the time, we really felt like that was the direction for this property.
Kroger ended up shifting gears on us, and in the wake of the March bankruptcy,
and really disrupted a lot of people’s plans for the development of their property.
And, Mr. Harris and | have discussed it that in some ways, | think to Mr. Jones’s
point, which we listen to. | mean, we’re very much listening to what he is saying
and really picking up words of wisdom there in many regards, because | think we
feel like that initially it was a shock to the system when Kroger went a different
direction. But perhaps it was a blessing because it really caused us to rethink the
development. And, that led us to the process we went through last fall, which
was, we call it modernization. Building upon kind of this proven model of a
commercial node that has out-lots, and modernizing it so that it could include
residential uses. And, where before it was prohibited, and we feel like that we
can weave those uses together to create that total mixed-use package, but the
initial step for us, and it is, | think admittedly, may be unconventional, is that
we’re developing it from kind of the proven and then working our way to, Mr.
Jones mentioned words, kind of self-fulfilling, or self-sufficient. We share that
goal. We really believe that it actually will strengthen the offerings that we’re
providing, for example, at the retail shops. There is nice coffee shop there, and
make the community walkable. Something we’ve talked about with the Willow
Glen residents. Both with regard to the pathways that are internal to the project,
as well as connecting to pathways that they have going through their own project,
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their own neighborhood today. We think we can build on that going forward, but
you have to start somewhere, and we believe that this is that start.

It’s been discussed a little bit, but | guess I’m still not quite understanding the
additional 6 foot or the 6-foot landscaping around the parking, has that been met
by other developments along the Michigan Road corridor, and have been
interpreted as such that that’s an additional beyond whatever other buffering is
required?

First of all, to address the question as to whether it is required or not, the
ordinance does clearly state that within the Michigan Road Overlay, there is a
requirement of a 30-foot buffer and then for any parking areas between the
building and that buffer area, there should be an additional 6-foot strip. So, the 6-
foot strip is required, in addition to the 30-foot buffer, and what the variance
request is, is to remove that 6-foot strip and just go with the 30-foot strip.

Can you point us to that, because there is confusion at BZA?

| spent the Saturday morning after our BZA hearing driving up and down
Michigan Road looking to see if | could find a compliant property, and this is not
surveyor measurements, but I think the closest compliant property perhaps is the
senior living facility, The Hearth, to give you an idea. | think that it may maintain
the 6-foot strip, but it’s the exception. I couldn’t identify a single other property
that complies with the overlay zone, and I’ll give you an example that’s close by,
is Interactive Academy. | don’t know if there is a single aspect of the Interactive
Academy that complies with the overlay zone, with regard to building materials,
buffer areas, parking aisles, nothing. | think it looks great. It doesn’t look bad,
and | think it serves a useful purpose. And, what we have experienced, what Bob
has experienced, | shouldn’t say we, but what Bob’s experienced is that he is
given considerable right-of-way over the years to allow for the future expansion
of 421, and that pre-dated certain of the requirements that exist today, which
require you to dedicate additional space moving east into the property. And, so
what he is effectively saying is, is that at some point if he is able to incorporate
that same or similar landscaping into the perimeter of the parking lot without
having to also give up an additional 6 feet, then he can accomplish that purpose
without giving away more land that was perhaps not contemplated at the time of
the overlay zone was originally adopted. And, that’s kind of our, that’s our
theory. It’s something that, it’s not, it’s like the frog in the boiling pot, right?
Initially the right-of-way taken for future expansions of 421 was one thing, and
then what happens over time is the property comes into the Town’s jurisdiction.
It’s subjected to the overlay zone, the buffer yard requirement, the dedication of
an area for the recreational path pursuant to the strategic pathway plan, and then
you’d stop on top of that the additional 6 feet, and it just keeps moving aligned, if
you will, further back.

And, my other question is about just the layout of this, and the way 1I’m looking
at this, it appears that we’re, there are potentially 4 drive-thru setups on the lot.
And, | don’t know exactly what our stacking requirements are behind drive-thrus,
but just looking at how this is laid out, | can envision that depending on what
types of businesses those are, there could be some significant traffic flow issues
on this lot. If you start getting cars backing up and in line in these drive-thrus,
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there is not really a whole lot of place for them to go other than the one that’s
located, | guess, to the north end. That seems to have a drive-thru stacking lane,
but the other ones don’t really, and those cars are going to kind of be all over the
place, what it looks like to me.

I can address the question about the landscaping, if that would be appropriate
now.

Yes. Go ahead.

Within the Michigan Road Overlay section, under landscaping requirements, the
first citation is areas to be landscaped includes landscape buffer, 30-foot
landscape buffer shall be composed of grass landscaped areas, the incorporation
of walkways, bikeways, into the design is encouraged, however, no parking areas
through road, buildings accessory structures, etc. shall be established within that
area. A couple sections later, where it talks about parking lots. Again, this is
dealing with parking lots that are in front of the building between the building
and Michigan Road, states that perimeter planting area of 6-feet wide shall be
provided along front and sides of those areas. The perimeter planting area shall
be provided in addition to the landscape buffer. Did you want to address
stacking?

I’m Greg Snelling, civil engineer, 13295 Illinois Street, Carmel is my office. As
this building is a spec building for most of the, if not all of it. | don’t want to
speak for the, I don’t know the exact leasing situation. The only tenant that we’ve
designed around is on the north end, and so we’ve shown some stacking in there,
but the other windows, we don’t, those are speculative, and we don’t know where
the windows would be to stack cars behind them, but you can see from, | mean, |
could scale this. I haven’t done an analysis because, again, it’s spec Shell
building, but you can see from the scale of the building that there would be, you
know, four or five cars that could stack against the window in the middle drive-
thru, and then on the southern end would be about the same. I didn’t hear the
part, I don’t know if Roger was, did you clarify the exact requirement per
window, or is that in the ordinance?

I’m sorry, | did not look that up.
Okay.

I don’t believe we received a specific engineering review comment on that. |
don’t recall.

No, that has come up, but we, you know, we want to allocate room and you can
see from the site plan that we have room for numerous vehicles. | want to stay
four or five per window, but per tenant, we don’t, there is no specific tenant that
we’ve contemplated yet on any of those windows. Does that answer your
guestion?

I think to what extent it can be answered right now. Yes.
We put the Starbucks on the one that’s got the - -
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That is the plan.

Relative to the two variance requests for the BZA, | mean, the 6-foot against the
building, can you explain, I mean, again, what’s the justification for asking for
that?

The foundation plantings?
Yes.

Itis, physically, it is that we’ve got an awning that overhangs the structure and so
for the health of the plant, that’s one thing. And, then secondly, | think, Mr. Jones
mentioned this during the hearing. | thought it was a good observation, which is
the reason for those is to soften the exterior of the building, and I would suggest
that the awning helps do that, and then that we would incorporate landscaping
into the parking lot in front of the building, and so with the architectural features
itself, plus the landscaping package that we are proposing, we accomplish the
same function, as far as softening the appearance of the building.

I think both at the BZA level, one, we were just looking to see these drawings
with a little more detail as to the right-of-way for the roads, and how that affected
the 6-foot piece across the front. Secondly, like | said, we mentioned if we got
commitments that instead of having the foundation plantings, we would have a
more robust planting in the tree wells out in the parking lot that would probably
also help soften the fagade of the building. But, the other piece we were truly
looking for, or at least | was looking for, is to see a little more fuller set of
commitments, or ideas, of what the overall direction the project was going to take
in terms of development, instead of, and this is the same plan we have seen over
and over and over again. It’s just as he stated, as Matt stated earlier, we are
basically just approving the out-lots with no real set of commitments as to what’s
going on in the interior, and the net effect on the both the traffic study and the
drainage plan is it leaves a little bit mute because nobody knows for sure what’s
happening with the overall site. The last concern is we’re not really setting a
particularly high bar as to what is being done, as much as the development talks
about trails and connectivity and all that kind of stuff, it’s, there is out-lots with
the bare minimum sidewalk around it. And, just to make sure, once again, we
went back and went through the Farms. I think everybody remembers seeing
what the overall site plan for that looked like in terms of trails, and connectivity
between buildings and curbside parking and other kind of overall project design
details, even though at its core it had a fundamentally large grocery store in the
center, out-lots around the outside, but it also had commitments regarding
different types of maybe assisted living housing, housing over a certain amount
of storefront, street level retail. In other words, there was a more fully developed
mixed-use plan.

The Farm was a PUD, correct. It was a planned unit development?
Correct. The, and it’s off-stated whenever you talk about mixed-use
developments. The planned urban development allows a developer to craft a

series of commitments regarding development that allows for those mixes of
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commercial and retail and office uses. The path that this property has gone down
with it being zoned by the County is general business. Makes that process a little
more difficult in that it puts the burden back on the petitioner to actually kind of
individually kind of craft all those variances to get around all that stuff. It’s, the
planned urban development nomenclature was created to create flexibility to get
back to, you know, when you think of downtown Zionsville, to ever recreate old-
school, downtown Zionsville, you would need a PUD. What transpired over 100
years of, you know, whether it was a gas station or a pool hall that got turned into
this, or what was the original Town Hall that’s now something else, what a PUD
does is allow you to condense 100 years of activity into 1, or 2 or 10.

And, if I’m not mistaken on the Farm, you know, obviously there was no
development plan or anything along that lines, but as part of the PUD itself, we
got pretty good concept plan drawings. | mean, we know what was going to go in
there in its entirety, is what | would say.

I think Mr. Jones’s comments were kind of alluding to this that because we don’t
have the benefit of a PUD, in some ways we are having to do this a little bit more
incrementally. That said, we’re, | think we hear you. We’re listening. What |
want to be careful about is, | don’t believe I’m going to be able to come back
here. I wish | could come back here in a month and say | can tell you exactly
what the rest of this acreage is going to be used for and what it’s going to look
like. I’m not going to be able to do that. But, | think we can, certainly with regard
to the transportation plan, or the transportation study, and what | think | hear with
regard to commitments more fully developed about our landscaping package and
making sure that it’s uniform across the development trail connectivity, making
sure that it’s identified at least conceptually and commitments could be made
relative to that for the entire project, and perhaps other elements that we could
provide more assurances for you that it meets the standards. | think we could
definitely work at that, and take some time and come back with regard to that, as
far as the bigger picture goes. So, those points are certainly well-taken, and if
there is others along those lines, we are welcome to hear those.

One other quick comment, you know, so I’ve been on the Plan Commission
longer than | expected. Fully expect somebody to throw me off of here. But,
when this project was first kind of out and about, I think there was conversations
that there has always been a demand for a gas station up here at this corner. But
even, you know, when Allen and Jay Parks and all that bunch were up there kind
of running it, the message came out clear even back then that they wanted to see
a more fully developed plan for what was going to happen up here, and they
didn’t want to end up with just a standalone gas station on a corner, or in the
middle of a lot, or something like that. So, some of the comments I’m making are
the same, I’m just repeating stuff that, when | didn’t say anything 8 years ago
that | heard, now that I’ve talked too much.

And, | hope I’'m communicating a little bit of the tension that we experienced,
because what we’re trying to do is we have certain contractual obligations that
we’re trying to meet, and we’ve worked into our timeline the possibility of
having more than one meeting before the Zionsville Plan Commission because
we understand the process, and we understand that this is a significant
undertaking. You know, | think that we’re not going to be able to say what the
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use is, and what it will look like on every stitch of the property, but I think we
can provide some of the more global aspects of it, maybe more defined and
committed to, and with the updated traffic study and drainage specifics we can
help remove some of the concern that | hear being expressed. | think | hear that
there is some support in a sense that there’s a recognition of the need, and
certainly we’re zoned for that, and while we think there might be some overlap
between uses, between properties like the Holliday Farm and this. | think they
also serve some distinct purposes too, as far as the offerings on each property,
and how they might serve the broader community, and so we think that there is
some symbiotic nature between the two properties, and each project has been
supportive of each other because recognizing that to some extent. And, so that’s a
diversion, but | think we certainly can come back to you with additional
commitments and additional examples, | guess, that would give you additional
insight into where we see this going and the context that we’ve made up to this
point that give us assurances that that is the direction it’s going.

Okay.

If this is going to come back to the next meeting, which it sound like what might
happen, just, I don’t know what everybody else’s opinion is, but I’m not included
to agree that we should give up the additional 6 feet on the landscaping around
the parking lot. I think that’s the way the ordinance is written and that’s the way
it should be interpreted. That’s my opinion.

Well, somebody said tonight that that was in part because of lights going out onto
Michigan Road for the parking area. In 10 years, Michigan Road is going to be a
lot wider. So, it might be a safety issue.

Let’s go to, it’s in your book. It’s the one that’s actually upside down. It’s this
one here.

Landscaping plan.

Yes. So, if you put this, so the book’s upside down, and so, Michigan Road is
right in front of you. So, the 30 feet goes from basically the edge of the parking
lot, out to, is it, | see the path, the sidewalk there. And, then there is another 10 to
15, and then there is, is it the first line or is it the kind of hash-dotted line? That is
the 30-foot? I mean, I’m just trying to understand exactly where that is. And,
then you’ve got grass, or is it all 30 feet all the way out, or is it 30 feet and then
there is kind of the right-of-way?

If you don’t mind, me stepping in to clarify. | have a dimension site plan on my
iPad here | can give you a little better.

Yes.
So, the right-of-way is 50 feet from the center line.

Okay.
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The proposed pavement with widening that INDOT requires is going to be
approximately 24 feet, with a 4-foot shoulder. So, 22 feet of green space between
the edge of pavement.

That’s this to here. Right?

That would be to the right-of-way line, which is the, it looks like it’s got 2
dashes, and it’s bolder.

Yes. Yes, okay.

So, 22 feet of green space that just, in the right-of-way, that they don’t own.
Beyond that, to the east is another 30 feet of buffer yard.

Right. Okay.

Part of that 30 feet is also, is right-of-way that the Town has requested that we
grant to the Town as kind of like an easement. It’s not going to be simple owned
by the Town. It’s going to be part of the lot. Within that 20 feet is a 12-foot
multi-use path.

Okay.

So we have, you know, the path is part of a recreational space, but 22 feet plus
30, this is just from pavement to pavement. Drawing a blank. But, it’s a good
distance of green space that just from pavement to pavement.

But, that 22 feet that’s adjacent to the pavement, if 421 gets expanded to 4 lanes
will become - -

--We’re making it 4 lanes now. That’s part of our project. | mean, we’re required
by the traffic study to go ahead and widen.

So there is going to be 30 feet between the edge of the parking lot and - -

--That’s at full build-out after the project. So, I’m speaking in terms of proposed,
not so existing if we don’t need 12 feet off the center line. So, you’re losing
another, actually like 16 feet of, we’re putting in 16 more feet of pavement to add
that extra lane.

I’d say I’m opposite. I’'m, you know, | probably couldn’t tell the difference
between 30 feet and 36 feet anyway, looking at it. You know, | would be okay
with that if the BZA said go ahead. | mean, I’m okay with that. But, you know, if
the BZA is looking for guidance, that’s my opinion on that one. And, the
foundation plantings, you know, I’ll defer to what you guys say on that. If you
think that some of the tree well plantings can soften the front, I’m okay with that.
I don’t know what everybody else was thinking from the Plan Commission if, |
mean, that’s why they, I’m assuming that’s why you continued it to kind of get
our thoughts on it.
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Well, there was that, and also the idea of if the variance on that would be granted,
then what about the rest of the strip, like should that be considered now or be
done later, and I think there was again concern about it being - -

--1 think if you, | mean, if we had more of a, but | would think we’d want,
whatever we said here would probably be, we’d probably want it to be consistent
however it’s handled. That’s my thoughts. | defer to everybody else what they
think too.

On the safety issue about the 6 feet, maybe | misunderstood, but | thought | asked
Mr. DeLong, or somebody did last weekend, or whenever it was, two weeks ago,
and he said outside the overlay district it’d still be 6 feet. And, that’s sufficient
and that’s the purpose. In this case, you’d have 30 feet with the 6 feet within it,
that would otherwise be sufficient up against the road. So, the fact that they’re
giving up extra property and the road is moving closer that they - -

--He said they already had accommodated for the road moving closer in this plan,
so I’m okay without having the 6 feet.

Yes, I’m fine with going without it.

I mean, you know, ultimately it’s the BZA’s responsibility. | defer to what you
guys think is appropriate. But, like I said, I’m not going to be able to tell the
difference between 30 feet and 36 feet.

Like I said, part in parcel of the conversation at BZA, regarding this individual
lot was the fact that, yes, that would then probably become the norm for
everything up and down 421. Secondly what we were told is that we would have
some more fuller developed plans that we have received, but still, once again, it’s
for the out-lot portion of it, and so the last, the final hump is what’s our opinion
as to what we want to see about the scope of the overall development. Or, are we
going to be satisfied with this parceling out of the development phasing, as it is
told to us?

Okay. Well, I think Mr. Price has stated that he’s willing to come back with some
additional drawings, concepts that we can take a look at next month. Is there
anything else? | mean, the traffic plan, traffic study. Is there anything else that
anybody wants to ask for?

That are is growing so fast a traffic study probably isn’t going to be worth the
paper it’s written on in a month.

But, I will say we’ve caught, you know, not having updated - -

I would agree a traffic study would be great. | guess my point is it’s changing so
fast up through there.

| understand. But we’ve been called out on that several times.

You’re right. You’re absolutely right.
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And, this is relatively going to be, not relative, this is high-profile. So, is there
anything else?

This is a quick, odd question. So, the streets are going to be private drives inside,
correct?

Yes, sir.

And then you’re partitioning off the out-lots for sale. So, basically the larger
sections that remain on, let’s call it the east side of the property, will still be a
separate parcel? If they ever wanted to, they could re-zone that part within the
development? For some reason the whole idea of PUD-type description would
help with a different type of use. Does that make sense? | don’t know.

Yes.

Is that doable?

Yes, | would say that’s probably doable.

Because the streets within the Farm were going to be public or private? Matt,
would you remember.

I don’t. Might have been a little bit of a combination actually.
Okay.

All right. At this point in time, | guess | will entertain a motion to continue this to
the March, what is the March meeting? March 16 Plan Commission meeting.

So moved.

Is there a second?

Second.

Multiple seconds. All in favor, signify by aye.

Aye.

Opposed by nay.

[No response.]

Motion carries. Continued to next month. Thank you.

Thank you for your time this evening.

At this point in time, | believe there is nothing else on the agenda. Does anybody
have anything they’d like to bring up before I ask for a motion to adjourn? If not,

is there a motion to adjourn?
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So moved.
Second

Second.

All in favor, aye.
Aye.

Opposed.

[No response.]

Motion carries. We’re adjourned.
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Exhibit 11 — Engineers Comments on Commitments dated 12/12/2019
Exhibit 12 — Town of Zionsville Process Flow Chart
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

Project Location

The subject property is approximately 81.369 acres located south of County Road 400 South and west
of State Road 267. A two (2) acre tract is improved with a single-family residence, and the remainder
of the acreage is currently utilized for agricultural purposes.

Project Description

The subject property is currently zoned Rural (AG) Agricultural. The Petitioner desires to rezone the
entire site to the Rural (I-1) Light Industry Zoning District with the intension of potentially constructing
two (2) industrial buildings (see Conceptual Exhibit 3).

Traffic

A Traffic Impact Study is on file (file-stamped December 10, 2019) and has been reviewed by the Town
Engineer as well as other agencies. The Town Engineer has provided a Comment Letter dated
December 11, 2019 (See Exhibit 7) regarding the Traffic Impact Study. Additional comments have
been received from the City Engineer of Lebanon who states that the project appears to be compliant
with the Thoroughfare Plan requirements of County Road 400 South and the required right-of way
dedication. A request for information regarding the review of the document by other Agencies has
been submitted to date, no additional comments have been received.

Process

The Plan Commission opened the hearing for this petition at its December 16, 2019 meeting. Due to
an indecisive vote the Petition was continued to the January 21, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting. The
Petition was subsequently continued to the February 18, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting.

Staff is supportive of the project in principle and encourages further dialog and efforts on behalf of
the Petitioner, Interested Parties, and the Town regarding the proposed development and access
management.

For reference, below is an outline of the items for which Staff will be considering related to the
proposal and Staff's future staff report associated with a subsequent hearing.

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 usesin each district;
(3) the most desirable use for which the land in each district isadapted;

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

(5) responsible development and growth.
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Comprehensive Plan

While the parcel in question is within the Town of Zionsville’s Corporate Limits and is subject to the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Exhibit 5), understanding how the parcel fits into the developing land use
pattern is critical to the review of the request reflect, and, therefore, the Town of Whitestown’s
Comprehensive Plan is referenced as well. While Zionsville’s recommendation for the land is residential
overlayed with a “mixed use” designation (mixed use is defined as “any combination of open space,
institutional, residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural uses that are compatible with each
other and the surrounding land uses”), the Zionsville Comprehensive Plan is neither reflective of the
overall intensification of non-residential development in the immediate area which has occurred in
recent years, nor the Town of Whitestone Comprehensive Plan’s recommendation of technology mixed
use / commercial / light industrial / high density / medium density residential zoning for the adjacent
properties located in Whitestown. Because of these two factors, a deviation from the Comprehensive
Plan to facilitate a rezoning to is supportable in the opinion of Staff.

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

The proposed rezoning serves as an expansion of a recently established industrial zoning district, and, as
such, no new characteristic or conditions are anticipated be introduced into the district. However, as
the contemplated development is adjacent to residential improvements, prior projects to which the
Town of Zionsville has had the ability to review have both limited the heights of buildings to 55 feet,
limited heights of both freestanding lighting and lighting attached to structures, and proposed
landscaping and earthen berms which exceeded Ordinance standards in an attempt to potentially
mitigate light intrusion as well as alterations to the view shed of the area. These and other standards
should be encouraged, as referenced in Exhibits 8, 9, and 10 to this report, to be perpetuated in the
District, and is reflective of the maximum height limitation if the property were to be improved with
multi-family residential development (the land use recommended by the Whitestown Comprehensive
Plan for this specific 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 programming associated with the established land use is the most
desirable use of the land. A light industrial use, when appropriately screened and limited in height as to
potentially mitigate visual intrusion into the adjacent residential area represents an acceptable use of
land.

The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction

Planned, orderly development of property is a key component in the conservation of property values.
While nothing is noted in this proposal or associated petition filings to be contrary to the conservation
of property values in the immediate area, appropriate screening and height limitations as previously
relied upon in the public process and encouraged to be required as a part of approval.

Responsible development and growth

The petition represents, when limited in height and inclusive of additional earthen berms, landscape
elements and incorporates recommendations of the Traffic Impact Study, responsible growth and
development as it is consistent with the approved districts in the area.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff is supportive of the Petition to improve the property in substantial compliance with the
submitted site plan, and the submitted site details subject to the finalization of the Written
Commitments inclusive of the installation landscaping and buffering proposed by the Petitioner.

RECOMMENDED MOTION

| move that Docket #2019-52-Z to rezone approximately 81.369 acres from the (AG) Agricultural Zoning
District to the Rural (I-1) Light Industry Zoning District receive a (favorable recommendation based upon
the finalization of the proposed Written Commitments (Exhibit 10 and Exhibit 11 with the inclusion, if
approved, of the additional berm (see Exhibit 9), including the Site Cross Section (see Exhibit 8) and
findings in the staff report / unfavorable recommendation / 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 12).

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 4 of 4 Exhibit 1
December 16, 2019 Petition #2019-52-Z



Exhibit 2

S)

=

'\x\.AHIT‘E\L‘-IEIQ"F)R




Exhibit 3

nOTBNE Ty TS

|
T FEETER i 7 : h
! = Bd = :.h.rveau.; 0N 2! i
= nk
et = 5 15 \mt : 2§ o PADGETTF
g 2 5 & i 25 o
b, £ g g8 2 i
» 5 3 ~ A k] uzd HUB65L]
o ol _ Z by b :
InmbiLaE s ﬁgfﬁﬁﬂthL [FAIRERERRBALAAL AR wﬂ. mmn il Gm.w ¢
1 | P . e O, YD B m..m 2 84 —_—
- 13 \\.:J 8 IR __ gurh WY 81y Sty e pea %~ [ N
SV il Y 7277 137 : TRV |l
= = = T D VAR / T Ay / 21| P
+ # % : LE_40.7 AYOIDUND Oy IMES xﬂmﬁ@w 2 Ty s y widd L1, - Oozk
- 9 ST a0 7 T o by Jj i - Famnt bt 11
| R / T il ) : ]
=] 1 .m.mﬂiu B ¥ Sadsem waem = '
w3120 | . { &
: POND AREA “ H &
4 | 7.1 AC. ! 3
- \ !
%5 .,_, m = R (52 yum) .“l-—xw o
s } S S
1.-._ ) = = mm M STRU
fiE 3 @ i
3 G . .
. 8 i e
[ | K | i ¢ e
K o
N S o e i (R s g mm
; ) ; BRI IR & H T PG
ull ey Lk AT
| 3 4 p GOAD & VERNEITE Ty PACGENT ¥ 2 il !
; INSTR, NO. 0103370 & 0103330 e ﬂ e ——
_;Eﬂ_u e S S ¥ . B
: s ~, K
Al A i SR o 5 e PROPOSED BULDING © H
P X — i \ R { L ‘ =
H L o \ PROPOSED BUILDING D -
z =N [ e \ 780,900 SF HUB 165
ST (R — il BANCEL 4. pyorey 5 5
r “ e il ; E1309 ACRESS m q ;
& H H =
il ¢ &
» I S.R. 267 AND
3 & INDIANAPOLIS ROAD
2 WHITESTOWN, IN 46075
; 3 3cnonn
= = i WHITEZTOWN, 1N 4ca73
B A — 3
& 8 N
) 9 5
. - ar T
3 B e PO T T YA 1 A
s e K e e o St (A s P R (e s e N; .
1 AN : 1y |
N Ky M-‘ v hin g L PIND WA L i
0 88" TIADn b @ 17 = 120
T BOTICYRU T ’ o e IS8
TR AT T (R KT CERTIFED BY
telsr of fwe) A i i RN i ¢ S i L
e SSUANGETOES
¢ T | , s o
& s . i 10RZZY
E L H i o PROJECT PHASE:
J K& —
g oE L=
5] 0 REVISION SCHEOULE
3 :
g mm [No.|_DESCRIFTION | DATE
E
< R wWoTTY
: 1o CONTAZTON @LAL PROTIET AMQ NOT DESTNOTY TE.
EXISTING LEGEND Sl ot
L COTMACTON TO YowrT BT N0 H
[T o BRI UTLTES P TS COAi0RS ) At
m S on 3 vuﬂqi. uﬁuﬂﬂlﬁ!ﬁ.ﬁﬁsﬁ |
P . -
8 Svw el SITE DATA TABLE e Project Numbar  2019.01774
H Sre
2 T Tdephons Meker Zgn T T D e y
g O- Tumhme Py == rm o | LOT "C" DATA TABLE LOT"D" DATA TABLE LLCAUTON 1] OVERALL SITE PLAN
<D~ Tdwtors Pagertul BULDMG NCA 133400 IE UTATRG O AL DA Desescuss VRUICT Bew O
S Tne ST APOOUS FRE o SR © Ak oo WA D 0 T W DI U A G (Ot MO I v -
A © i%a By o TTROO P YR ] STAONG oS (FATE o ﬂ.l..lﬁ.u.ﬁlll“.u-:dhnﬂnmlsh; r
—ie=Omatived Doctle Upe | AOh PAROR Provexsx W 207 PO oV . J0A PRNOHO PACVO . T o Teasomeg URIC) 104 W10) 20¢.
= ~nl=Owrtreod Talaphure Une | ¢ DELUDET & Vil Aocrmr ) { NOWDES 2 v Atcsmr )  mouoes 4 VA Acctees ) L' 900 x CYOBCT Wat CHONGA, DIC DRCT LOMYOSE O ham Dare
oL mercees pinom 2] 1um1. receomn paeas = TOTAL pecrteD PAWRES e e — % e T B B 1 3¢ SR C200
3 AR Pivws e TR P o 5 LA
DCND V=100 ll!._l o1 ‘é’




Table 1, Land Use Districts

R3 Medium Density
Single Family and
Two-Family
Residential

This is a medium density single-family district, which may include two family
dwellings by Development Plan Approval. Development in this district typically
ranges from 1.75 homes per acre to 3.00 homes per acre. In this district, residential
development at these densities requires connection to public water and public sewer

utilities.

R4 High Density Single
and Two-Family
Residential

This district is established for high-density single-family dwellings and may include
two-family dwellings by Development Plan Approval. Single and two-family
development in this district typically ranges from 3 homes per acre to 4.25 homes
per acre. Two-family development typically ranges from 7 units per acre to 12 units
per acre. In this district, single and two-family development at these densities
requires connection to public water and public sewer utilities.

MF High Density Multi-

This is a high-density multi-family district. Development in this district is typically
at a density of 7 to 12 dwelling units per acre. Development in this district requires

Family Residential
connection to public water and public sewers.
Commercial Districts

LB Local Business This district is designed and located in neighborhoods to accommodate the primary
needs of that locality. This district would place convenience and necessity facilities
close to consumers in limited areas close to residences.

PB Professional Business | This district is established as a buffer generally between commercial and residential
districts permitting selected business and professional uses having limited contact
with the public.

UB Urban Business This district is designed to address the needs of existing and future downtown
development. This district carries virtually all of the characteristics of the GB
District but without setbacks, buffer yards, or other design requirements common to
suburban development.

GB General Business This district is designed to include central business districts in established urban
places. This district would be used for most types of business and service uses.

Accommodation This district is established to include areas adjacent to Interstate interchanges and is

AB Business designed to serve the needs of the public traveling on these major thoroughfares.

Industrial Districts and PUD’s

This district is established to accommodate light industrial uses in which all
operations, including storage of materials would be confined within a building, and

would include warehousing operations.

This district is established for all types of industrial uses requiring both enclosed
and unenclosed spaces for storage, manufacturing, and fabricating.

11 Light Industry
12 General Industry

PUD Planned Unit

Development

This district is established to encourage improved land development and building
site design, to encourage and allow a variety of innovative uses, building types and
arrangements, to allow development of land areas so planned, located or situated as
to merit and justify consideration as a PUD district.
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To:  Wayne DeLong, Director of Planning and Economic Development

From: Beam, Longest & Neff, LLC., Town Engineer
John Beery, PE, PTOE, PTP

Date: November 22, 2019

ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

We have completed our review of the following submittal for the referenced project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Name Hub I-65 Phase 2
Projst Location | Southeast Corner of 4255 S 300 East
Developer | Van Trust Real Estate
Submittal | No. 1
Document Name Document Date

Documents Reviewed

Petition No. 2019-52-7Z

November 12,2019

Zonin Current Rural AG
& Proposed | Rural I-1
Current Agricultural
Lalidilss Proposed | Rural I-1

Requested Variances

None Identified in Petition

Based on our review, we have developed the following list of items and comments:

|. RE-ZONING PETITION
1. The petition meets or exceeds the submittal requirements for a Traffic Impact

Study per the requirements of Section 194.023 of the Town’s Zoning
Ordinance. A traffic impact study is required as part of the submittal and
review. The traffic impact study presented from the previous project, dated
October of 2018, should be revised and updated based on the proposed project.
The Town of Whitestown and Boone County should be provided with copies

of the study.
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Hub I-65 Phase 2
Review Letter #1
November 21, 2019
Page 2
2. While it is acknowledged that this is a petition for zoning, to which is generally

supported by the Town’s Comprehensive Plan, it should be noted there are
issues in the site plan exhibit which will require significant adjustment and will
affect elements in the layout and design of the facility. This information has
been shared with the petitioner at TAC and will be addressed in the

development plan stage of the project.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Departmenf\Subdivisions and Platting\Hub l—65:i
11-12-2019\Engineering - Hub |-65 Zoning Petition Review Letter Post-TAC- Na .
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Z1ONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

To:  Wayne DeLong, Director of Planning and Economic Development
From: Beam, Longest & Neff, LLC., Town Engineer
John Beery, P.E., PTOE, PTP

Date: December 11, 2019

We have completed our review of the following submittal for the referenced project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Name Hub I-65 Phases 2 and 3
Prejest Location | Southeast Corner of CR 400 South and CR 300 East
Developer | VanTrust Real Estate
Submittal | No. 1
Document Name Submittal Date
Documents Reviewed | Traffic Impact Study 12-10-19
Foring Current AG
Proposed | Rural I-1
Current Agricultural
Ligd Use Proposed | Industrial
Requested Variances | N/A

Based on our review, we have developed the following comments:

I. TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

A. The Capacity Analysis on page iii of the Executive Summary states that the analysis
was completed in Synchro (Version 9.2) with methodology used from the HCM
2010. The latest methodology that should be used in that version of Synchro should
be HCM 6™ Edition, as it is the most recent version of the Highway Capacity

Manual

B. Please provide copies of the actual graphs used for Land Use 154 used to
determined trips generated as an attachment in the Study.
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Hub I-65 Phases 2 and 3

Review Letter #1

August 16, 2018

Page 2

C. Ttis recommended that the report be reviewed by the Town of Whitestown as any

changes proposed as part this study and the impacts of the development are under
its jurisdiction.

D. Further review is pending any future revisions.
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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

John Beery, PE, PTOE, PTP
Date: February 5, 2020

We have completed our review of the following submittal for the referenced project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Name Hub 1-65 Phase 2
Location Southeast Corner of 4255 S 300 East

Project Developer | Van Trust Real Estate
Submittal | No. 2
Document Name Document Date
Petition No. 2019-52-7 December 16, 2019

DocutnentRenevcd Site Exhibit and Cross Section | December 16, 2019

i Current Rural AG
& Proposed | Rural I-1
Current Agricultural
Land Use Proposed | Rural I-1

Requested Variances | None Identified in Petition

A review was completed for the submittal and the following list of comments and items
of note were developed.

I. RE-ZONING PETITION
1. While it is acknowledged that this is a petition for zoning, to which the Town
is generally supportive and does not necessarily oppose, it should be noted there
are issues in the site plan exhibit provided in the package which will affect the
physical features and layout of the site and may need to be addressed. As a
point of clarification and understanding, the issues may require adjustments to
future site plan submittals and may affect zoning matters and future elements
of design. Consideration should be given to each of the following matters
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Hub 1-65 Phase 2
Review Letter No. 2
February 5, 2020
Page 2

contained in the preliminary Site Exhibit and Cross-Section Exhibit submitted

for the re-zoning.

i) The cross-section exhibit does not show or contain the safety ledge
required 6 inches below the proposed normal pool per pages 10 and 11
of the Town’s Stormwater Standards. The safety ledge affects pond area
storage, which can affect pond size and the footprint of the overall pond,
which can in turn affect other elements and dimensions of the site plan.
Pending other considerations, such as pass-through and on-site
drainage, this item could affect the overall area and size of the
development.

ii) Areas of pavement are shaded differently on the exhibit and there is no
legend for the shading differences to discern if they are supposed to be
different materials, such as gravel, concrete or asphalt. This matter
should be clarified by a legend.

iii) Bollards or roadside protection and parking barriers are required where
pond’s proximity to a road or parking area does not meet the clearance
requirements of the Town’s Stormwater Standards. The placement of
bollards cannot interfere with the 10-foot safety ledge, which is also
used as emergency access.

iv) The width of the 10-foot clearance ledge is required from the top of bank
for any pond. The distance is not labeled on the exhibit, but it appears
that the 10-foot ledge is from normal pool. Considering storage in the
pond, there should be an additional distance between normal pool and
top of bank prior to the ledge. The ledge also appears to be an
inconsistent width at the south area of the berms and pond. The
minimum clear distance will need to be checked during design, which
could affect other site features.

v) The end of the large berm on the northeast corner of the site appears that
it may interfere with the proposed pond’s outlet and overflow route to
the existing regulated drain. The berm will most likely need to be
shortened from what is presently shown.

2. Other items of note include:

a. Per Section 194.111, Item (I) General Design, Sub-Item 6 — No more than
15 parking spaces shall be permitted in a continuous row.

b. Per Sub-Item 7 of the above-referenced Item- all parking areas consisting
of more than 60 spaces shall provide separate pedestrian walkways. Please
review and address this Sub-Item and all other referenced material in this
section.

c. Per the same Item referenced above, Sub-Item (2), Interior Landscaping,
requires one canopy tree and shrubs every 15 parking spaces.

d. The area with the pond in the middle eastern section of the site adjacent to
the pond for Phase 1 should have a bufferyard and the required clearance
from the property line for maintenance per the Town’s Stormwater
Technical Standards, whichever is greater. Landscaping cannot be
contained in easements.

e. Bufferyards and setback areas should be cross-checked to determine their
adequacy to accept, contain, and contain all runoff on-site in swales or
stormwater drainage systems, underdrains and any easement widths
between the property line and edges of parking lots.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Hub |-65 Phas
2\Engineering - Hub I-65 Zoning Petition Review Letter - February 5, 2020.docx
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Hub 1-65 Phase 2
Review Letter No. 2
February 5, 2020
Page 3

f. The legal drain which runs through the site serves offsite drainage areas,
which are most likely a combination of existing depressional storage,
overland flow, and piped flow. While it is noted that this petition is for re-
zoning only, it should also be noted that there are elements concern in the
attached exhibit regarding the maintenance and propagation of existing
drainage patterns, flows, and easements. Please consult Section 3 on page
4 of Chapter 6 in the Town’s Stormwater Technical Standards. Mitigation
of this matter will most likely affect the configuration of the site shown as
an exhibit in the application package. Upon a field inspection, it appears
there are two crossings under CR 300 East, one on each side of the existing
home, which serve approximately more than 200 acres. The project outlets
to an existing culvert under CR 400 South near the northeast corner of the
sit. Accommodation of drainage and flows from the off-site area of the
south and the adequacy of perimeter swales to handle flow needs to be
evaluated. In the event that other space use constraints are identified during
design, and which are not considered in the renderings, such as drainage
ditches and easements, future bufferyard adjustments or styles may need to
be considered.

g. The pond setback from the top of bank to the on the east side of the property
should be at least 15 feet to meet standard easement requirements.

h. The proposed site needs to accommodate a landscaping plan that meets the
intent of the Town’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances. Bufferyards,
drainage facilities, and other site features must be balanced to accommodate
these requirements.

i. Other than the large berm, other landscaping features are not shown and
landscaping is not permitted in any drainage easement.

j. Pass through flows and emergency overflow routes should be designed to
Town and County Standards. This may affect bufferyards, berms, and
landscaping features.

k. With the exception of the upstream pass-though flow from the adjacent
properties, the expectation is that all drainage will be contained on-site and
routed to the proposed detention pond.

. Easements and drainage facilities may affect elements in the site plan.

3. Further review of the project is pending future submittals and more detailed
information.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Hub [-65 Phas
2\Engineering - Hub [-65 Zoning Petition Review Letter - February 5, 2020.docx
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ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION
Docket Number 2019-52-7,
4255 S300 E

PROPOSED COMMITMENTS LIST

1) Light poles constructed on the Real Estate that are directly adjacent to residential areas
shall not be more than 20 feet in height.

2)  Lighting installed on buildings constructed on the Real Estate that are directly adjacent to
residential areas shall be shielded (i.e. directed downwards) LED lights and not placed
higher than 20 feet from ground level.

3)  Owner shall construct and maintain a landscaped berm along the Real Estate’s eastern
property line, where abutting Saratoga subdivision (approximately 12 feet tall and 60 feet
wide). Slow or no-grow grass species shall be planted upon the berm. Owner will
landscape the berm with a mixture of evergreen and deciduous trees at a planting density
and spacing as depicted on the Site Plan accompanying these Commitments. Owner to
replace, at is expense, any dead trees or plantings. It is the intention of the Owner that
the building grade will not be unnecessarily and artificially raised in a manner
substantially diminishing the visual barrier provided by the berm and fence height
totaling approximately 18 feet, together with the landscaping. Owner establishing the
building grade as part of the development plan approval process and to “balance” the
Real Estate from the standpoint of cut and fill and to assure proper drainage shall not be
deemed unnecessarily and artificially raising the building grade.

4)  Owner shall install an approximately 6-foot privacy fence on the top of the berm. The
fence shall be made of cedar and extend the entirety of the eastern property line, where
abutting Saratoga subdivision, as depicted on the Site Plan accompanying these
Commitments. The fence system shall be approved by a licensed engineer. Owner
further agrees to maintain the fence and, if necessary, repair and replace damaged posts,
boards and other components of the fence in a reasonably timely manner.

5)  The goal of the berm and fence is to be in total 18 feet in combined height. Owner may
reasonably adjust the height of the fence and/or berm to achieve the goal height.

6) No building constructed on the Real Estate shall exceed 55’ in height.

7)  Signage on the east side of buildings on the Real Estate, and across from that portion of
the Real Estate adjacent to the Saratoga subdivision, shall not exceed 20 feet in height.

8) The development of the Real Estate shall comply with the submitted Site Plan and

provide the buffer areas as shown on such plan.
9)  Owner will screen any outside dumpsters in accordance with the Zionsville ordinance

requirements.

| Exhibit 10

20694556.1 |



Janice Stevanovic

From: Janice Stevanovic

Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 3:21 PM

To: Price, Matt

Cc: Nixon, Ross; Raif C. Webster - VanTrust Real Estate, LLC (raif webster@vantrustre.com)
Subject: HUB I-65 Phase 2 Commitments

Matt,

We are sharing the following Engineer comments regarding the commitments presented in the December Plan

Commission Packets.
Please let us know if you have any questions/concerns.

Janice Stevanovic

Planner Il/Project Manager
Town of Zionsville

1100 W. Oak Street
Zionsville, IN. 46077
317-873-1574
jstevanovic@zionsville-in.gov

1. The berm width in the commitments (60 feet) does not match the berm width in the exhibit that was attached
(75 feet).

2. The 10 foot greenspace around the pond should be 15 feet, which is the minimum easement required in the
Stormwater Standards and the Town’s desired distance around a pond for maintenance. The green space width
should match the easement width for maintenance purposes. This should be confirmed.

3. Commitment number 8 references the site plan and states bufferyards. | recommend editing that statement to
read: “The development of real estate shall comply with the bufferyard requirements for Rural development
standards and process outlined in the Town’s Zoning Code.” The email we just received states the bufferyards
won’t be a part of the zoning petition, but the commitments presented in the package references the site plan

and specifically references bufferyards.
4. Recommend a note that all dimensions and layouts are subject to final site design requirements.

Exhibit 11



PUBLIC PROCESS FOR CHANGE OF ZONING REQUESTS (1.c.36-7

PLAN COMMISSION HEARING PROCESS-FOR CHANGE IN ZONING (filing date is @ minimum of 31 days prior to the initi

STEP ONE DAY 1

ACTION Public Filing

DETAILS Indiana Code requires
ON

ACTION:

INTERESTED  Call on Town Hall to confirm
PARTIES: what has been filed

DAYS 8-5

Plan Commission Agenda
Posted to Town Website

Second opportunity of
public to learn of a filing
(first is to check with staff
after passing of deadline
for filing)

Watch website for updates

TOWN COUNCIL MEETING PROCESS-FOR CHANGE IN ZONING

STEPTWO  DAYS 32-51

ACTION Matter is Forwarded to
Town Council

DETAILS Town Council discusses

ON request at an agenda

ACTION: setting meeting (& sixth time
public to be made aware of
a rezoning request)

DAYS 43-219

Town Council Posts Agenda
to Town Website

Seventh opportunity of public

to be made aware of a rezoning
request (Note: Town Council, by
Indiana Code, has up to 90 days to
take action on a change in zoning)

1100 West Oak Street, Zions

s>

ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

al hearing)

DAYS 12-24

Legal Notice of Plan Commission Meeting
Published in Newspaper

Published in a newspaper of general
circulation at least 10 days prior to the
hearing (regulated by Indiana Code).
(Third opportunity for public to be
made aware of a rezoning request)

Publication occurs on Wednesdays
(typically, using Zionsville Sentinel Times)

DAYS 42-135

Town Council Holds Public Meeting
second public interaction

Eighth opportunity of publicto be made
made aware of a rezoning request

www.zionsville-In.gov,

DAYS 12-20

Legal Notice Mailed to Adjoiners

Notices are mailed to interested
parties (interested parties are
defined by the Plan Commi sion)
(Fourth opportunity for publicto
to be made aware of a rezoning)

Mail arrives certified

-4-600) integrated with Town of Zionsville Plan Commission Rules of Procedure

DAY 31

Public Hearing Occurs
first public interaction

Hearing can be continued
from time to time and results
in a recommendation being
forwarded to the Town Council
within 10 business days of the
final determination (Indiana
Code stipulates timing)

Hearing(s) occur at Town Hall
-Public Hearing (& fifth time
public to be made aware of
rezoning request) is on a set
schedule published yearly

Notes:

1) This listing does not Include any reference to Stoff review of the fillng
(though a part of the process).

2) Indiana Code does not require the Town Council to hold a meeting (a
request not scheduled for a meeting Is deemed effective/adopted as
r fed by the Plan Ce ).

3) This shall serve as a guide of the rezoning process as regulated by
state law and further described In loco/ ordinance as well as the Plan
Commisslon’s Rules of Procedure (the “Laws”). This document Is onlya
gulde and s not intended to clrcumvent or deviate from the Laws
ossoclated with rezoning land In Indjana,

e, Indiana 46077 Main Line: 317-873-8247

3/15/2018
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Petition Number:

Project Address:

Project Name:
Owner & Petitioner:

Representatives:

Request:

Current Zoning:

Current Land Use:

Approximate Acreage:

Related Petitions:

Staff Presenter:

-
ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

2020-01-PP

Approximately 10901 E. CR 300 South (146%™ Street) and U.S. Highway 421 (Michigan
Road)

Appaloosa Crossing - Primary Plat
Harris FLP

Matthew Price, Attorney for Petitioner
Dentons Bingham Greenebaum LLP

Petition for a Primary Plat of 57.53+ acres to establish an integrated commercial
center consisting of 12 lots, 2 blocks, and 4 common areas within the Rural General
Business Zoning District (GB), the Rural Professional Business District (PB), and the Low
Density Single-family and Two-family Residential District (R2). The subject site is also
within the Michigan Road Overlay.

Rural General Business Zoning District (GB), Rural Professional Business District (PB),
and the Low Density Single-family and Two-family Residential District (R2). The subject
site is also within the Rural Michigan Road Overlay (MRO).

Undeveloped / Agricultural - currently farmed
57.53+ acres

07-EA-16-839 (2008 Rezoning while under the jurisdiction of Boone County)
2016-45-CA - Approved

2019-44-CA - Approved

2019-45-Z - Approved

2020-03-DP - Pending

2020-04-CA - Pending

Exhibit 1 — Staff Report

Exhibit 2 — Aerial Location Map

Exhibit 3 — Petitioner’s Project Narrative

Exhibit 4 — Primary Plat and Site Infrastructure Drawings
Exhibit 5 — Town Engineer’s Memo (dated February 6, 2020)
Exhibit 6 — Petitioner’s Findings of Fact

Wayne Delong, AlCP, CPM

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 1 of 4 Exhibit 1

February 18, 2020

Petition #2020-01-PP



PROJECT OVERVIEW

Petition History:

This petition will receive a public hearing at the February 18, 2020, Plan Commission Meeting. The Zionsville
Board of Zoning Appeals initially heard two Development Standard Variances (2020-03-DSV) on February 5,
2020, regarding landscaping for the proposed multi-tenant retail project to be constructed on the “Shops” lot
of the proposed plat. After discussing the filing with the Petitioner and amongst the membership, the Board of
Zoning Appeals moved to continue the case, and the Petition will be again discussed on March 4, 2020.

Location and Adjacent Zoning:

The subject property of 57.53 acres is located on the southeast corner of the intersection CR 300 South (146%™
Street) and U.S. Highway 421. The property is currently undeveloped and is farmed. The subject property is
bordered on the north, on the opposite side of CR 300 South, by a number of uses and zoning classifications.
These include a site formerly used as a landscape nursery (now vacant) which is zoned Local Business (LB); a
private residence zoned Agricultural (AG); and the Brookhaven residential subdivision zoned Low Density
Single-family and Two-family Residential District (R2). The entire eastern border to the subject property is the
Willow Glen residential subdivision which is zoned Low Density Single-family and Two-family Residential
District (R2). The subject site is bordered on the south by the Bridlewood residential subdivision which is
zoned Low Density Single-family Residential (R1). The subject property is bordered on the west, on the
opposite side of U.S. Highway 421, by a number of private residences which are zoned Low Density Single-
family and Two-family Residential District (R2).

PRIMARY PLAT REVIEW

Subdivision Control Ordinance:

Review of the Primary Plat included multiple meetings with the Petitioner, the conducting of a Technical
Advisory Meeting, review of revised plans, with the current status of the review being documented in the
Town Engineer’s Memo (Exhibit 5). Using the standards of the Zionsville Subdivision Control Ordinance (SCO)
the Primary Plat was found to be generally in compliance with the Town’s Ordinance with the exceptions as
noted in the Town Engineer review letter. As of this writing, the Petitioner is currently reviewing the Town
Engineer’s review letter dated February 6, 2020, (associated with a January 31, 2020 submittal) to address
remaining comments (see section below titled “Engineer’s Comments”).

Zoning Ordinance:

The primary plat has been reviewed using the standards of the Zionsville Zoning Ordinance and found to be in
generally in compliance with the exception of the comments within the Town Engineers memo (Exhibit 5).

Street and Highway Access:

The overall proposed development intends two (2) access points from U.S. Highway 421 and three (3) on CR
300 South. The two access points on U.S. Highway 421 consist of one full access and one right-in/right-out.
The three access points on CR 300 South consist of two full access and one right-in/right-out. The applicant is
engaged in ongoing communications with INDOT jurisdiction to gain approval of these access points.

Storm Water Management:

The projects storm water management plan has been reviewed by Town staff and the Town Engineer. Review
of the drainage information is currently ongoing for further review and internal discussion.

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 2 of 4 Exhibit 1
February 18, 2020 Petition #2020-01-PP



Declarations Covenants and Restrictions:

Petitioner has provided “Declaration of Covenants, Restrictions and Easements for Appaloosa Crossing” which
are applicable to all property within the integrated center. Certain items within the Declaration need to be
corrected (see page 17 of Exhibit E).

Engineer’s Comments (summary of Exhibit 5):

As mentioned earlier, the review of the Primary Plat and its related facets were the topic of multiple meetings
between Staff and the Petitioner. Many issues have been resolved, however there are two aspects of the
proposed development on which the current Town Engineer’s comments focus: details of the Traffic Impact
Study and design of the drainage facilities.

The filed Traffic Impact Study was a draft and has not been updated. The draft study did not include specific
uses now contemplated for the integrated center and utilized a different site plan than the one currently under
consideration. The Town’s Engineer’s concludes his statements regarding the study (which begin on Page 16
of Exhibit 5) with “Neither the assigned uses used in the Traffic Impact Study nor the uses in in the Study’s site
plan and the most current site plan are consistent. Please rectify the uses in the Impact Study and with the
proposed site plan and apply the appropriate use codes for trip generation and pass-by trips.”

Regarding the design of drainage facilities for the proposed integrated center, significant revisions have been
undertaken since the initial filing of the project with Staff and the Petitioner working together toward a
working solution. While the recent submittals have shown improvements, due to the timing and the amount
of revisions needed, the Town’s Engineer notes some certain items which must still be either labeled or
resolved. A majority of these remaining items are found on Page 3 of Exhibit 5.

PusLic PoLicy
Comprehensive Plan:

The 2014 Comprehensive Plan Amendment identifies Mixed Use as the proposed land use for the subject
property. The proposed integrated center is consistent with this proposed land use.

Transportation Plan:

The overall proposed development intends two (2) access points from U.S. Highway 421 and three (3) on CR
300 South. The two access points on U.S. Highway 421 consist of one full access and one right-in/right-out.
The three access points on CR 300 South consist of two full access and one right-in/right-out. The applicant is
engaged in ongoing communications with INDOT jurisdiction to gain approval of these access points.

Water and Sewer:

A Technical Advisory Committee was held on January 23, 2020. Based on that meeting, Staff is unaware of any
concerns regarding capacity of utilities which would service the area.

Findings of Fact:
The Plan Commission may approve a Primary Plat upon finding that:

(a) Adequate provisions have been made for regulation of minimum lot depth and minimum lot area

(b) Adequate provisions have been made for the widths, grades, curves and coordination of subdivision
public ways with current and planned public ways; and

(c) Adequate provisions have been made for the extension of water, sewer, and other municipal services.

Findings as submitted by the Petitioner are attached as a part of this report.

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 3 of 4 Exhibit 1
February 18, 2020 Petition #2020-01-PP



STAFF COMMENTS

Staff recommends approval of the petition 2020-01-PP subject to the Petitioner addressing all comments
noted within the Town Engineer’s Comment Memo (Exhibit 5).

RECOMMENDED MOTION - PRIMARY PLAT

| move that Docket 2020-01-PP Petition for Primary Plat Petition approval to establish 12 lots, 2 blocks, and 4
common areas within the Rural General Business Zoning District (GB), the Rural Professional Business District
(PB), and the Low Density Single-family and Two-family Residential District (R2), and also being within the
Michigan Road Overlay, be (Approved based on the findings of fact / Denied / Continued) as presented,
provided that the Secondary Plat shall not be approved unless and until all comments noted within the Town
Engineer’'s Comment Memo (Exhibit 5) are satisfied.

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 4 of 4 Exhibit 1
February 18, 2020 Petition #2020-01-PP
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Project Narrative

Harris FLP originally rezoned the property in 2008. Pursuant to this previous rezoning, Harris
FLP committed to a variety of development features and land uses. The project was originally
anticipated to be anchored by a large grocery store on the northern portion of the property with
predominantly office uses on the southern portion of the property. The development also
anticipated out lots along Michigan Road and 146™ Street (CR 3008), including a fire station to be
located upon southernmost out lot along Michigan Road.

In 2019, Harris FLP modernized the zoning commitments for the property to permit, among other
things, residential uses and enhanced pedestrian connectivity. These revisions reflect the mixed-
use project envisioned today, anticipating residential uses and incorporating desired amenities and
offerings for the Appaloosa Crossing occupants themselves and surrounding neighborhoods.
Given the mixed-uses planned for Appaloosa Crossing, the project is moving forward in phases,
with the retail shops comprising the first phase.

The architecture for the retail shops building is inspired by the white barn the Harris family
previously maintained on the property earlier in the family’s over 50 year history owning the
property, and the building pays homage to that legacy, as well as the current equestrian land uses
that help shape the area landscape. Appaloosa Crossing is requesting a waiver of architectural
design requirements as part of the development. The proposed design for Appaloosa Crossing is a
modern interpretation of some of the first barn styles built in the United States and those which
define the landscape in equine architecture. The architectural style is meant to fit into and
complement the surrounding rural architecture and nearby stables, while still being noticed as a
product of its time. As the commission has noted, this building is the first in the overall integrated
center and looks to establish this agrarian style as a strong foundation for future projects. We
believe this development will provide this district with a unique sense of place that will increase
property values, exist cohesively with existing residential uses, and attract new businesses.

The design for Appaloosa Crossing also requests a waiver of building material development
requirements. The proposed design is comprised of materials which are all approved for the
overlay district, executed in a modern style. A strong stone base of stacked limestone with
accompanying stone lintels and sills is complemented with traditional board and batten siding
above while utilizing EIFS for vertical parapets and sign band areas. The gable roof areas will
feature a standing seam metal roof while flat roof areas will have a standard membrane roof
covering.

Appaloosa Crossing seeks to be a unique addition to the Michigan Road Overlay area that will
attract businesses looking to be part of a distinctive development. Hatris FLP anticipates
subsequent phases to begin in the near terms, with plans anticipated to be filed later this winter or
early Spring.

Exhibit 3
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ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

To:  Wayne DeLong, Director of Planning and Economic Development
From: Beam, Longest & Neff
John Beery, PE, PTOE, PTP

Date:

February 6, 2020

We have completed our review of the following submittal for the referenced project.

Project

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Name Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of US 421 and CR 300 South)
Location 10901 E 300 South and 3201 S. US 421
Developer | Harris FLP
Submittal No. 5 — January 31 Submittal

Documents Reviewed

Document Name Document Date
Drainage Report January 31, 2020
Secondary Plat January 31, 2020

Construction Plans - Subdivision

January 31, 2020

Construction Plans - Shops

January 31, 2020

Landscaping Plan - Shops

January 31, 2020

Photometric Plan for Shops

February 3, 2020

Draft Traffic Impact Study

August 2019

Fire Truck and Turning Templates

January 31, 2020

Architectural Floor and Roof Plans

January 31, 2020

Zonin Current Rural PB

& Proposed Rural GB
Current Agricultural

P Proposed Rural GB

Requested Variances or
Waivers

e No foundation plantings around building

e No plantings in front of buildings.
e Relief from 30-foot greenbelt requirement for US 421 Over-

lay District

A review of the most recent submittals from January 29" and 31% was completed. The
following is the list of comments from the original TAC review and comment letter dated
January 23, 2020. Updates and the status of each comment is provided in red under the

Exhibit 5




Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020
Page 2

original comment. Individual updates are provided due to the complexity and number of
subsequent submittals. There was a drainage resubmittal made by the developer on Janu-
ary 27" which consisted of a second comment letter which primarily involved drainage
design. Therefore, there are two

I. DRAINAGE REPORT

A. Inreviewing the drainage report, exhibits, and plans submitted for the project, it is
evident that the proposed drainage configuration and re-routing the majority of the
14.76 western watershed eastward will have adverse impacts and will not meet the
requirements and intent of the Town’s Stormwater Ordinance. The report and plans
do not alleviate the concerns of Town and County staff, as it does not provide
adequate direction and dispersal of discharge as well as adequate direction of flood
mitigation, storage, and routing. I would recommend an alternative detention
design to the one proposed as the present design does not appear to function as
anticipated from our December 23™ meeting and subsequent communication and
submittals. Refer to comment letter dated September 27, 2019.

Comment addressed. Refer to response letter from January 29"

B. The existing 36 inch pipe is noted to be a downstream restriction for emergency
overflow routing and the 100-year storm event. Based on the calculations
submitted, there are concerns about utilizing it to serve a watershed larger than it
was intended to serve.

Comment is no longer applicable due to re-design submitted on January 27"

C. Page numbers were not included in either of the drainage reports, per our meeting
on December 23,

Comment addressed in subsequent submittals.

D. Per previous discussion, local ordinance takes precedence in the INDOT Driveway
Permit Manual and design criteria. Please include the 100-year developed
condition for flows tributary to the culvert crossing in the INDOT Drainage Report
per the comments in our December 23™ meeting.

Comment is currently under review and will also be reviewed by INDOT per re-
design submitted on January 27,

E. The maximum 10-year flow, 6.27 cfs, released from Pond 2P — South Pond on
page 7 for the 10yr-24-Hr Rainfall in the Drainage Report exceeds the maximum
allowable discharge, 3.89 cfs, in the summary table. Please address.

Comment addressed.
P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 3

F.

Please complete the stormwater application checklist included in the Drainage
Report.

A checklist was submitted with the most recent submittal from January 31, 2020.

Please include the HUC Code for the project project’s watershed in the Drainage
Report.

Comment addressed.

Please provide an overall flood routing exhibit for the project indicating emergency
overflow routes in the Drainage Report. The last page of Appendix D in the
drainage report has an 8 % x 11-inch page with the Shops project shown, but routing
and storage is not shown or shaded in the exhibit. A 24 x 36-inch exhibit in the
Drainage Report is the Town’s Standard. Maximum ponding depths shall comply
with the Town’s Standards.

e A revised overflow routing exhibit was provided in the latest submittal.
Ponding levels are not labeled or clearly labeled in many locations where sag
inlets are located. By standard, there should be at least one passable 10-foot
lane and no ponding of more than 7 inches deep to maintain access.

e Based on the grades provided on the overflow routing sheet, Sheet #7 in the
plans, and the profile for Hanovarian St, Sheet #14 in the plans, runoff would
need to pond over 1 foot deep in the sag to overflow as shown in the drawings.
Please address.

e The elevation shown at the gutter for STR 113 east of Hanovarian St suggests
that the roadway will need to be over 8.5 inches deep to overtop the curb and
trail to the south in order to follow the overflow route shown. At that
overtopping depth, the overflow would also overtop the centerline of the
roadway which is labeled at an elevation of 907.18. The ponding elevation is
not shown to overtop the road in the plans. Please review, address, and clarify.

e The same situation appears to occur at STR 202 and 231. Please review all
ponding areas and overflow routes to determine if they are feasible with and
conform to the elevations provided in the plans.

e Please check, review, and confirm all overflow route information.

While the flood route exhibit does note the western overflow should route to the
culvert under US 421, there are no diagrams, flow routing, or ponding areas noted
in plans. There is not enough information on the plans to review and define the
overflow routes previously discussed.

Comment addressed but see previous comment for verification.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
Letter - 2-06-2020.docx



Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 4

J.

K.

Water quality calculations in Exhibit D shall be per the requirements and format in
Chapter 8 and 9 of the Town’s Stormwater Standards. The methodology is
presented in Section 2 of Chapter 9. Flow through hydrodynamic BMPs are
customarily selected by their removal efficiency and flow based on imperious
surface. Water quality calculations should be provided for each basin and in series
relative to their upstream basin sizes. The write-up should summarize the areas,
calculations and provide a detail and summary of the treatment. Each basin, per
Standard, should flow through a minimum of 2 BMPs and calculations are needed
for all BMPs.

Revised calculations have been received with the most recent submittal.

Basin Node and Link Labels used in the drainage report and in the Cox Creek
Exhibit should be consistent. Please review and make sure the links references are
consistent.

The response from the developer is noted.

The Cox Creek Analysis Exhibit shows that ponding will occur on Lots 7, 8, and 9
in Bridlewood Subdivision upstream of the existing 36” culvert. This information
is based on LIDAR contour data and not actual survey data. Also based on the
information, the storage and ponding does not occur within an easement as required
by Town Standards and the Town’s Stormwater Ordinance. This leads to further
concerns with routing the additional 14 acres through the existing infrastructure.

This comment has been addressed with the re-design submitted on January 27™.

. Please provide a site map that includes BMPs and pond locations labels and names

in the Drainage Report. The size should be 24 x 36-inch and it will be reduced in
size to be included in the O&M Manual.

In the drainage report, there are two exhibits for proposed conditions and proposed
conditions (phase 1). Please provide a detailed summary in the drainage narrative
to provide explanation on the difference between these two sheets.

Comment addressed.

Please confirm the proposed inlets in sag conditions are sized at 50% clogged
condition. Also, the 36-inch offsite outlet was not assumed to be clogged when it
was analyzed.

Comment addressed.

In the drainage report, the existing conditions exhibit is currently on letter size sheet
which is not legible. Please provide legible exhibit on a plan sheet (24x36), also
please provide topographic information 200ft along the perimeter of the property
pre the requirements of the Town’s Stormwater Standards.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020
Page 5

It appears that some inlets and stormwater collection points only receive either one
source of no source of water quality treatment. Please review the BMP treatment
scheme and address. This was noted by both Town and review staff. This appears
to occur primarily in the western basin and the wester interior roadway.

ll. PRIMARY AND SECONDARY PLATS

A. Page 15, “Retention Ponds and Related Easements” of the “Declarations and
Covenants” for the subdivisions refers to 15-foot easements for maintenance
around retention ponds. These easement do not appear on the plat, including the
south pond along US 421. This needs to be addressed in the plat and on the plans.

This comment appears to be addressed.

B. Fifteen-foot clear access easements are required around all ponds. Access is not
provided to all ponds, as the top of bank for some are directly adjacent to property
lines. Please also check the safety ledge requirements for wet bottom ponds in
Chapter 6 of the Town’s Stormwater Standards and review for compliance.

C. All BMPs and pond shall be in maintenance and drainage easements and have
access for maintenance and assigned to an entity by the plat and the O&M Manual.

Comment addressed.

D. Please label all roads in the secondary plat. Please include the following note on
the plat:

“Channels, storm water infrastructure 12-inches or larger, six-inch or larger
subsurface drains in rear yard swales and under curbs where no street trees are
allowed, inlets and outlets of detention and retention ponds, and appurtenances
thereto within designated drain easements. Drainage swales shall be the
responsibility of the owner or the property’s owner’s association.”

Comment addressed.
E. Please add the following note to the secondary plat:

“Cross Reference Stormwater BMP O&M Manual Instrument #
which shall be the responsibility of the owner of the lot created by this plat. Said
obligations shall run with any future owner, assigns, or heirs of the property.
Obligations may not be transferred to a entity which is not an owner of the

property.”

Comment addressed.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 6

F,

K.

Easements that include internal access roads shall be designated and dedicated as
intravehicular access easements for private roads/streets.

Comment adequately addressed.

Dedicated sanitary sewer, water line, and other utility easements should be included
on the plat.

Comment adequately addressed and will be monitored in the future.

It is recommended that the note provided in the plat that reads “The first five (5)
feet of any utility easement ...” be deleted, as it references the Town and
infrastructure and services that the Town does not provide. All references to the
Town should be re-evaluated because the internal roads and infrastructure and not
specifically dedicated to the Town.

Comment addressed.

All internal streets and drives the plat should be labeled with the street name and
“(Dedicated as Private)” behind the name.

Comment addressed.

Provisions for the perpetual maintenance of the internal roadways should be cross-
referenced between the plat and the Declarations of Covenants and Restrictions. A
note on the plat should be added for the Declarations recorded cross-reference
number.

Comment addressed.

Provisions in the plat should note access easement for individual lots to maintain
and repair utility service laterals.

Comment sufficiently addressed.

The lot south of proposed Common Area D, County Parcel #0290715000, is
surrounded by a heavy dark line used for the rest of the proposed subdivision. Is
this parcel a part of the project or to be platted or split as part of the project as the
linework suggests? Please verify and address.

Comment is addressed.

. The right-of-way labels for CR 300 South on sheet 2 of the plat should be checked.

While the 130 feet label scales out correctly across the roadway, the 70 %2 ft label
along the proposed south right-of-way line does not scale out to that distance from
the control line shown and referenced at the intersection of US 421.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 7

Comment appears to be addressed.

The proposed half right-of-way needed for the future CR 300 South project is an
80 ft half right-of-way. The thoroughfare plan in this location does warrant this
distance due to the number of lanes, the proximity to the intersection, and the per
the County’s Ronald Reagan Mini-Cortidor Plan.

Please label proposed right-of-way dedications on Sheet 2 of the Secondary Plat.
Please dimension the proposed right-of-way called out Sheet 3 from the quarter
section line show in the plat.

The proposed plan and plat have several noted differences between bufferyard and
setback requirements in the US Highway 421 Overlay District defined in the
Town’s Zoning Ordinance which will need to be addressed.

Planning staff reviewing, comment appears to be addressed.

Lots should not be split across pages on the plat. All lots should appear in their
entirety on one sheet. For instance, lots are broken across pages 6 and 7 of the plat.
Outlot 1 and its legal description callouts are split across 4 separate sheets. Please
address.

Comment addressed.

NEW COMMENTS

Please provide a corner cut for right-of-way on the northwest corner of Outlot A.
The proposed trail and other improvements are not shown to be located in right-of-
way.

Please label the width of the buffer/easement of the east side of the site on Sheet
#3.

Further review is pending future submittals.

lI. CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT PLANS

A.

“Comment B” in the original comment letter dated September 27, 2019, should be
referenced for future consideration. The development should consider the proposed
alignment and requirements for CR 300 South outlined in the Boone County
Thoroughfare Plan and the Zionsville Transportation Plan for road improvements
and the required right-of-way. Please review the present site plan to ensure that it
matches the necessary right-of-way requirements.

Comment appears to be addressed.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 8

B.

Both plan set cover sheets show two separate contacts for Street and Stormwater,
please combine into one Street & Stormwater and show Lance Lantz as the contact.

Comment appears to be addressed.

Please review the development plan sheets to ensure that the existing and proposed
contours tie together.

Comment appears to be addressed and it will be monitored in future submittals.

Swales drainage ditches along the north and east perimeter of Future Mixed-Use
Block A are not located within easements. Please check to ensure that all swales
are located in drainage easements.

Comment appears to be sufficiently addressed for this stage of the submittal.

Drainage structure and BMP numbers should be included in the erosion control
plans.

Matchlines should be provided for connecting sheet references in the plan sheets.

Comment addressed.

Semi and Fire Engine Turning Templates should be ran for each street, drive, and
parking lot entrance configuration with opposing traffic in drive approaches.
Trucks should be able to make turns at all drives and intersections and stay in their
lane and on pavement at radius points.

Please review the proposed templates. The design should be based on a smooth
drive path set a certain driving speed, which should be 10 mph for right-hand
turns and 15 mph for left-hand turns. Some of the turning movements are not
smooth and appeared to be steered by hand.

Bollards or railed barrier shall be installed along roads, right-of-way and parking
lots per the Town’s Stormwater Standards per previous discussions.

Comment addressed and will be monitored in future submittals.

The grading in the plans does not show or indicate overflow routing discussed in
the December 23" meeting to US 421.

Comment addressed with re-design submitted on January 27th.

The sanitary sewer system shall be reviewed and approved by TriCo.

Comment is in the process of being addressed.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
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K.

The detail for the proposed construction entrance provided in the Erosion Control
details does not match the Town’s standards. Please consult the Town’s
Stormwater Standards and modify the detail to include the physical characteristics
and notes provided in the Town’s detail.

The Town’s correct detail is in the Appendix in the back of the most current
Stormwater Standards on page 3 of 4 of the Individual Lot Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Requirements.

Exterior road and entrance improvements should be shown for the Shops project,
as they will need to be completed with or prior to that project along with drainage
improvements.

Comment sufficiently addressed.

. Reduced speed limits and signage are needed in the proposed maintenance of traffic

(MOT) plans for US 421 and CR 300 South. Reduced speed limits should be
provided for the tapers shown for the construction zones. Please include reduced
speed limit signs for the designs based on the taper lengths. The work zone design
should be per the requirements of the MUTCD and Indiana’s Work Zone Trajffic
Control Guidelines, 2013 or latest edition.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

Please check the number of barrels listed and the calculations with the spacing
provided. The number of barrels appears to not match the spacing and the numbers
counted in the plans.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

Details for the merge and a typical details for roadway cross section in MOT zones.
The detail should provide barrel spacing and clearance and minimum lane width in
the construction zone within the existing cross section of the roadway.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

The MOT plans should provide provisions, references and details for flagging
operations.

Comment is not critical and will be addressed in further review.

Please provide the MOT plans in a more legible scale. May of the specifics are
presently left to scale and they are difficult to read and interpret. Further review is

pending.

Comment is not critical and will be addressed in further review.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
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R.

End sections and spillways shown the drainage plans should be evaluated per Town
Standards for rip rap and stabilization to present scour.

Comment appears to be sufficiently addressed at this time, although future review
is pending revisions.

The roadway lane widening and tapers for the public road portion of the project
need to be consistently labeled and dimensioned on each sheet.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

INDOT has approval authority over work design and performed in their right-of-
way. Please reference INDOT’s Standards and the Driveway Permit Manual which
govern that work.

On-going review of this item will continue, including the drainage design, which
will require approval as well.

Plans for the proposed entrance are pending future revisions and considerations by
INDOT and in the Traffic Impact Study. Further reviewing is pending. Please
reference previous comment letters for the on-going CR 300 South Study. Any
changes to the plans or the Traffic Impact Study requested by the INDOT should
be provided the Town for input and comment.

Please refer to related comments.

Please label street names on all sheets.

Comment sufficiently addressed.

. Stop signs shall be called out on the plans and placed at each drive exiting into

public right-of-way where traffic control is not provided.

After further review, the draft Traffic Impact Study does not address who this is-
sue should be handled or how stop control could affect queuing and access.
Please review and place internal traffic control accordingly.

Please go through the plans and move overlapping text and callouts for legibility.
Comment sufficiently addressed at this time.

Based on proposed and existing topography, the grading for the emergency
spillway at the south end of the north pond will route into Lots 35 and 36 of the

neighboring subdivision. Please address.

Comment addressed.
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7. Please provide provisions for either underdrains or swales along the east perimeter
or the project. It appears that berms and other grading is creating small pockets of
undrained areas adjacent to the residential area.

Comment not sufficiently addressed. Perimeter swales, particularly along resi-
dential and neighboring and adjoining properties require underdrains.

AA. The berm along the east property line scales out in some locations to exceed the
Town’s maximum 3:1 slope requirements. Please review and address where
applicable.

This appears to be addressed and will be monitored in future submittals.

BB. Sheet 15 of 42 of the Site Plans shows a swale/ditch running north/south along
the east edge of the internal roadway. The cross street shown does not have a
culvert underneath and it appears that the roadway will block drainage. (Note that
streets are not labeled on the sheet.) The plan sheet and site plans show that the
intent of the drive is to extend eastward. The proximity of existing cross culverts
and their proposed grading appear to conflict with the proposed extension and
would create a both a conflict and a steep embankment adjacent to the street
extension.

Comment addressed.

CC. The right-in-right-out access on CR 300 South is shown as a full driveway. The
access point shall be designed to match the right-in-right-out on US 421.

Comment pending resolution with elements of Traffic Impact Study.

DD. The middle access point on CR 300 South has been converted into a full access
with a left-hand turn lane into the facility. In the pre-filing meeting, it was
discussed this would act as “a right-in-right-out” because of the existing median in
CR 300 South. The current plans show the median getting cut out to install a left-
hand turn lane into the development.

Response noted and pending Traffic Impact Study comments.

EE.The additional lane along CR 300 South from the intersection that was discussed in
previous meetings has not been included in the plans submitted.

Comment addressed. Pending INDOT approval.

FF. The safety ledge in the Typical Pond Detail on Sheet 33 shows that the depth of the
safety ledge below normal pool is 12 inches. The Town’s Standard Page 10 of
Chapter 6 is 6 inches. Please address.

Comment addressed.
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GG. The Typical Pond Detail referenced above shows the required 10-foot

maintenance ledge, which may be included in the 15-foot easement.

Comment addressed.

HH. There are concerns regarding modifications at the east side of the existing box

IL.

culvert under 421, which is located NW corner of outlot F.  There is manhole
structure and to pipes shown connected to this structure. This configuration will
reduce the capacity of this box culvert to accept flows from the tributary watershed.
The box culvert should be extended to the east to allow surface water runoff to be
accepted into this culvert in a depressional area.

Comment addressed by drainage revisions.

Offsite contours on Sheet 6 of the overall site development plans are not sufficiently
labeled to determine and assess topography.

Comment addressed.

NEW COMMENTS

JJ. The curb ramps shown in the locations on the plans do not match the detail shown

on Sheet #34. Please address and check for ADA compliance.

. LIGHTING PLAN

A. A lighting plan was not submitted for the Shops project or the overall site plan.

A lighting plan for the Shops’ site plan was received on February 3" No com-
ments on the proposed photometrics. The diameter and specifications for light
poles were not included in the cut sheet or in the plans. Building-based lighting,
if proposed or considered should also be included in the submittal and plan. The
lighting plan is not included in the site construction plans.

LANDSCAPING PLAN

A. A landscaping plan was not submitted for the overall site plan.

B,

Note the receipt of a plan for the Shops only. See further comments.

The petitioner has requested a variance for foundation and building-based
landscaping requirements.
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C. It is recommended that the sizes of the proposed green spaces be large enough to
accommodate and be coordinated with the materials intended for planting so the
uses and plantings do not interfere with one another or other physical elements of
the site plan.

Comment addressed

D. Sizes, types, and variations of plantings are not provided in the landscaping plan
for the Shops. Please provide a detailed planting schedule for the development as
well.

A plan was submitted for the Shops portion of the project. Note that landscaping
rock with an unspecified color or type is noted in the plan and it is not listed as a
landscaping material in the US 421 Overlay. It is restricted in other zonings to a
certain percentage of the landscaped area. Please address.

VI. ARCHITECTURAL AND OTHER SITE ELEMENTS

A. Please note the architectural requirements in the Rural Michigan Road Overlay
District under Item C of Section 194.079, Rural: Overlay Districts of the Town’s
Zoning Ordinance. Please contact staff to coordinate and discuss specific waivers
that need to be requested. They include;

§194.079(C)(10)(a) Architectural Designs; Design Theme: “Buildings shall
be designed with an overall theme consistent with or complementary to the
Colonial, Federal, Georgian, Victorian or Greek Revival periods. New build-
ings are not required to be imitative, but must incorporate the salient features
of these architectural styles.” Please have your architect prepare a brief state-
ment as to how the proposed architecture style complies with this require-
ment. If the proposed building elevations cannot not comply with this re-
quirement, a Waiver of this Architectural Design Requirement must be re-
quested by the Petitioner of the Plan Commission.

$§194.079(C)(10)(d) Architectural Designs, Building Facades: “Facades
shall have a defined base or foundation, a middle or modulated wall, and a
top formed by a pitched roof or articulated cornice, in each instance appro-
priate to the building style. Buildings with continuous facades that are 90 feet
or greater in width, shall be designed with offsets (projecting or recessed) not
less than eight feet deep, and at intervals of not greater than 60 feet...For ma-
terial changes at the horizontal line, the heavier material shall always be
placed beneath the lighter material. Front and side facades of buildings lo-
cated on corner lots shall be of the same materials and similarly de-

tailed.” As presented, the proposed facades do not include a defined base or
foundation and do not include the required offsets. A Waiver of these
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Architectural Design Requirements must be requested by the Petitioner of the
Plan Commission. '

§194.079(C)(10)(i) Architectural Designs, Storefionts: “Storefronts shall be
integrally designed with overall facade character. Ground floor retail, service
and restaurant uses should generally have large pane display windows; how-
ever, they shall not exceed 75% of the total ground level (first floor) facade
area. Buildings with multiple storefronts shall be of unified design, through
the use of common materials, architectural details, signs and lighting con-
sistent with the overall building style.” Many of the tenant bays are primarily
glass which appear to exceed 75% of the fagade area. As the provided draw-
ings are not fully dimensioned, please confirm the proposed design complies
with this development standard. If not in compliance, a Waiver of these At-
chitectural Design Requirements must be requested by the Petitioner of the
Plan Commission. This Waiver Request should be included in your submittal
of the Development Plan Application.

No direct response has been received to the above items in this subsection.

B. Please label roof pitch in the architectural renderings.

The petitioner stated in the response letter received on January 31, 2020 that the
roof pitch would be labeled on future revisions on Sheet A104. Architectural con-
struction floor and roof plans were submitted, with partial dimension for the roof,
but the pitch was not labeled.

The intent of labeling the roof pitch, for which the requirements are defined in
Item (e) of Sub-Section (10), Architectural Design Requirements, of Section (C),
U.S. Highway 421 — Michigan Road Corridor Overlay District in the Town’s
Zoning Ordinance, is to provide the Planning Commission with convenient refer-
enced. Roof pitch is presently not labeled in the Sheet A104 of the latest architec-
tural drawings and it was not labeled in the architectural renderings originally
submitted for the project.

Please label roof pitch on the original architectural renderings submitted for the
sake of clarity for Planning Commission review. Refer to staff comments.

C. Proposed signage is not provided or shown in either site plan submittal. It should
be located in the site plans because it has the potential to affect or be affected by
the location and function of other elements in the site plan.

Developer’s response in their January 31, 2020 resubmittal is noted.

D. The architectural and site plans for the project do not contain provisions for
shielding rooftop mechanical elements and vents and they are not shown in the
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architectural renderings. It should be noted that provisions for the anticipated
rooftop elements should be included in and noted for the project.

Please prepare a summary table to include on the architectural drawings of
percentage of the exterior materials for each fagade elevation. The overlay district
has architectural requirements for materials that will need to be evaluated and
compared. Per the overlay district, windows shall not exceed 75% of the any
fagade. Please include glass in the summary.

Separate summary tables were submitted as separate sheets. Refer to staff com-
ments.

VII. TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

A.

The concept site plan in used in the Study does not match the most recent site plan
filed for the development for internal commercial/retail component of the project.
It is recommended that internal intersections in close proximity to the right-of-way
be modeled with their traffic control to determine or assess any potential impacts
to public streets.

As the site plan and other elements of the project progress, there are specific uses
such as gas stations, drive thrus, and day care facilities mentioned for the site. Have
any of these micro-uses been evaluated for parking and trip generation to determine
with they exceed or are within the parameters of the uses and square footages
assumed for the project? While the Town is not necessarily opposed to these uses,
it appears that they need to be considered in the Traffic Impact Study.

Four drive thrus are shown in the site plan. An analysis of the square footage of
these locations should be discussed in the Traffic Study to determine if they are
more intense than the Shopping Center use assigned in the study. The average trip
rates for Shopping Centers can vary greatly from a Coffee/Donut Shop or a Fast
Food Restaurant with a Drive-Thru. Also, Medical Office can draw a significant
number of additional trips versus general office.

The Town has been contacted by an outside designer regarding a daycare facility
on one of the outlots on Michigan Road. This use was not factored into the Traffic
Impact Study for the project. The intensity of the use and the capacity of the site
to handle both parking and peak hour staging for such a facility should be evaluated
for queue storage.

Additional uses, such as some type of residential use has also been discussed within
the development. While this could be have a lower impact than other proposed
uses, it is not factored into the development.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
Letter - 2-06-2020.docx



Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020
Page 16

F. Based on the changes in accesses on CR 300 South from previous discussions, there
is no analysis or alternatives presented in the Traffic Impact Study which reduce
the number of full access points. Has this been investigated?

Note the petitioner’s response below received January 31, 2020:

VII. TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
A.—F.

Due to various timing constraints, the traffic impact analysis was conducted without full knowledge of
exact land uses that will be constructed on the subject site. Therefore, for the retail portions of the site
the general retail use was used as it typically represents an aggressive traffic condition. Obviously, some
specific uses (coffee shop, fast food etc.) could produce different trip estimates but these uses also
typically generate significantly more pass-by trips than the general retail use considered in the study.
Other potential uses such as day care, medical office and residential components were also not defined
(and are not given at this time) at the time of the traffic study. However, residential and day care uses
would likely generate less traffic compared to the uses included in the study. Finally, the
recommendations within the traffic impact study include turn lanes at every access drive and a potential
traffic signal along US 421 at the main drive. These recommendations represent maximum practical
build out improvements along US 421 and CR 300. Therefore, incremental increases in traffic due to site
development details would likely be accommodated by the recommendations called out in the study.

While restaurants, coffee shops, and other facilities are eligible and could receive
pass-by trip reductions, the number of new trips is not necessarily and conclusively
offset by other less intensive uses or equal to or less than trip rates for general busi-
ness, commercial, or shopping centers. Additionally, the diversion of pass-by trips to
certain users can and often do have adverse impacts to traffic because trips that pass
by a vacant parcel of land can be converted into left-hand turns from trips which nor-
mally pass by as straight through movement.

In response to and in support of previous comments, those impacts described in the
response cannot be fully vetted and analyzed at this time because of the difference in
uses from the site plan and uses assumed and used in the original traffic impact study.
The most recent site plans vary significantly from the site plan in the original traffic
study as it does not assume a fueling station or any of the four drive-thrus shown in
the most recent site plan. Therefore, the original traffic impact study should be up-
dated to reflect the most recent site plan. Furthermore, the connection to the neighbor-
ing subdivision to the east is shown in the traffic impact study and the connection is
not presently shown in the project plans, which impacts traffic movements. There has
also been not commitment to the connection. Therefore, comments A through F are
valid and can be addressed through an updated traffic impact study which matches the
present site plan.

Pass-by and diverted trips are also not calculated consistently between assigned uses.
For instance, trips generated for the site using land use codes for General Office and
Shopping Center. The percentages of pass-by and diverted trips for the development
are calculated using land use codes for General Office and General Retail. Pass-by
trips and diverted trips should be calculated in a manner consistent with assigned uses
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for trip generation. Neither the assigned uses used in the Traffic Impact Study nor the
uses in in the Study’s site plan and the most current site plan are consistent. Please
rectify the uses in the Impact Study and with the proposed site plan and apply the ap-
propriate use codes for trip generation and pass-by trips.

VIII.

E

DECLARATIONS COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS

The response received in the January 31, 2020 submittal package states that the
revisions addressing the following comments will be made prior to final staff re-
view.

Page 6; definition of Parcel: this states that on the Plat, the individual Lots will be
identified a “Lot followed by a number.” From the filed Secondary Plat, the Lots
are followed by a letter, not a number.

Page 17- Please add to “Retention ponds and Related Easements™: “Declarant, the
Association, and all subsequent assigns and heirs of all lots and property within the
subdivision shall be responsible for maintain the Retention Ponds and drainage
system in a functional manner consistent with the original design of the project and
in compliance with the Stormwater Operation and Maintenance Manual on file and
recorded for the subdivision.”

Page 33, Paragraph #18(A) — This states there will be no residential use permitted
within the development. From earlier discussions with the developer, we know
they are considering residential uses for a portion of the internal acreage of the site.

Page 39, Paragraph 19(K) — Notices: this states that Notices are to be sent to an
entity which is not the project’s Declarant.

Exhibits were not attached to the draft documents. Further review is pending.

IX. STORMWATER PERMIT AND O&M MANUAL

A.

A stormwater O&M manual will be required for the subdivision in later submittals
prior to construction.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

Stormwater permits and an NOI for the project will be required after plans are
revised and the project is approved.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.
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X. GENERAL

A. Street names should be submitted for review and approval.

Comment addressed but still pending resolution.

B. No utility main sizing information has been provided.

Response noted and comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to con-
struction release.

C. All drive lanes should be heavy duty asphalt to support heavy truck and emergency
vehicle traffic.

Response noted and comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to con-
struction release.

D. Hydrant locations are too far from outlets to provide service to buildings.

Item is subject to re-review by staff.

E. The cross connection between the development and the neighborhood is
inconsistently shown in the plans and supporting documentation. What is the plan
for the connection? The connection is supported because it provides access to the
develop from the neighborhood rather than forcing the traffic from the
neighborhood into making two or three left hand turns to get from the subdivision
using CR 300 South to access the development. This will eliminate left turns and
congestion on CR 300 South.

Comment still outstanding.

F. Further review and comments are pending on all submittals as future more detailed
submittals are made and these comments are addressed.

XI. PROJECT COST ESTIMATES AND PERFORMANCE BONDS

A. Ttemized construction cost estimates and performance bonds will be required prior
to construction and dependent on certain elements of project phasing.
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TOWN OF ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION
BOONE COUNTY, INDIANA

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Town of Zionsville Plan Commission (the “Commission”), after a Public Hearing held on
Tuesday Menday February 18, 2020, has determined that the Primary Plat is/is not in
full compliance with all terms and provisions of the Town of Zionsville Subdivision Control

Ordinance and the Town of Zionsville Zoning Ordinance.

The Town of Zionsville Plan Commission finds that:

a. Adequate provisions have been made for regulation of minimum lot depth and minimum
lot area;
b. Adequate provisions have been made for the widths, grades, curves and coordination of

subdivision public ways with current and planned public ways; and,
C. Adequate provisions have been made for the extension of water, sewer, and other

municipal services.

TOWN OF ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION

The Primary Plat was APPROVED/DENIED on the day of
20 , subject to any conditions agreed to at the public hearing and listed in the Letter of
Grant.

President, Town of Zionsville Plan Commission

PAPLAN COMMISSION - 2010

8
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Zionsville Plan Commission

February 18, 2020
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ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

2020-03-DP

Approximately 10901 E. CR 300 South (146" Street) and U.S. Highway 421
Appaloosa Crossing - Development Plan for “Shops”

Harris FLP

Matthew Price, Attorney for Petitioner
Dentons Bingham Greenebaum LLP

Petition for Development Plan Approval of a 23,000+ square foot, multi-tenant, retail
building on 3.40% acres within the Rural General Business Zoning District (GB) and the
Rural Michigan Road Overlay (MRO). Waivers of Building Materials and Architectural
Design requirements requested.

Rural General Business Zoning District (GB) and the Rural Michigan Road Overlay
(MRO).

Unimproved - farmed field

3.40% Acres (identified as “Shops” Lot on pending Plat) within the 57.53+ Acres of the
to-be-platted integrated center, Appaloosa Crossing.

2020-01-PP Primary Plat of Appaloosa Crossing (Pending Plan Commission Hearing)
2020-02-SP Secondary Plat of Appaloosa Crossing (Administrative Approval - Hearing
not required)

2020-04-CA Commitment Amendment to relocate a pond/water feature along U.S.
Highway 421 frontage (Pending Plan Commission Hearing)

Exhibit 1 — Staff Report

Exhibit 2 — Aerial Location Map

Exhibit 3 — Petitioner’s Narrative

Exhibit 4 — Development Plan Drawings (includes Site Plan, Utility Plan, Landscaping
Plan, Site Photometric, Lighting Fixture Cut Sheets, Building Elevations,
Building Rendering, and First Floor Construction Plan)

Exhibit 5 — Town Engineer’s Comments

Exhibit 6A & 6B — Petitioner’s Findings regarding Waivers

Exhibit 7 — Petitioner’s Findings of Fact regarding Development Plan Approval

Wayne Delong, AICP, CPM
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PETITION HISTORY

This petition will receive a public hearing at the February 18, 2020, Plan Commission Meeting. On February 5,
2020, the Zionsville Board of Zoning Appeals continued two Development Standard Variances (2020-03-DSV) to
the March 4, 2020, Hearing. Information about these two variances and how they relate to the proposed
improvement is presented in the Landscaping section below.

PROPERTY LOCATION, ZONING CLASSIFICATION & PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject site is generally located 250 feet south of CR 300 South (aka 146%™ Street) on the east side of U.S.
HIGHWAY 421. The subject site is 3.40% acres and is a portion of the 57.53+ acres to be developed as the
Appaloosa Crossing integrated center. The subject site is bordered on the north by another undeveloped
outlot of Appaloosa Crossing; on the east by an internal street of Appaloosa Crossing; on the south by a
primary entry into Appaloosa Crossing; and on the west by U.S. Highway 421. The site is zoned Rural General
Business Zoning District (GB) and is within the Rural Michigan Road Overlay (MRO).

The Petitioner proposes to construct a multi-tenant, retail building of 23,000+ square feet with related parking
areas. This will be the first building within the Appaloosa Crossing integrated center. The building consists of
two tenant areas, each having five tenant bays, with two vehicular drive-through lanes separating the two
tenant areas. The two tenant areas are connected by a roof which spans over the vehicular drive-through
lanes. Drive-through facilities (i.e. service windows) are located on the ends of each tenant area and on each
side of the vehicular drive-through for a total of four service windows.

Vehicular access to the subject site will be from U.S. Highway 421 and CR 300 South via internal private streets;
no curb cut directly onto the subject site from U.S. Highway 421 is proposed. Pedestrian maneuverability on
site will include sidewalks along the front fagcade of the proposed building. A 12-foot-wide recreation path
along U.S. Highway 421 will parallel the building, but no connectivity from the building directly to the
recreation path is shown on the submitted site plan. A sidewalk connecting to the recreation path is proposed
along the southern portion of the Shops lot which then follows the internal access drive behind the building.

ANALYSIS

The Petitioner requests approval for the development of a single story, 23,000+ square foot multi-tenant,
retail building, with related parking areas. This is the first building to be considered for the integrated center,
Appaloosa Crossing. Each future building within Appaloosa Crossing will be required to receive Development
Plan Approval by the Plan Commission.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW

Zoning Ordinance:

Approval of a Development Plan by the Plan Commission is required for “...new development or major
additions...” within the Rural General Business Zoning District and the Rural Michigan Road Overlay (GB &
MRO).

Architectural Design Requirements:

The subject site is within the Michigan Road Overlay and is therefore subject to Architectural Design
Requirements (8194.079(C)(10)(a - k))” The Zoning Ordinance does provide that the Plan Commission may
grant waivers of Building Materials and Architectural Design requirements and approve the proposed design
provided the following findings are met for the respective categories:

Building Materials Findings. The town may grant a waiver of the building materials development
requirements and approve the use of alternate exterior building materials on any facade of a building
upon finding that:
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1. The building materials utilized represent an innovative use of said materials which enhance the
overall aesthetic exterior character of the building and will not be detrimental to the use or
value of area properties;

2. The building materials utilized are appropriate when compared to the building materials utilized
on other buildings on the site and surrounding sites;

3. The building materials utilized are consistent with and compatible with other building materials
utilized on, and with the overall exterior character of, other buildings and development located
along the street; and

4. The building materials utilized are consistent with the intent and purpose of this chapter.

Architectural Design Findings. The town may grant a waiver of the architectural design requirements of
section of this chapter and approve an architectural design which does not incorporate the overall
theme or incorporate the architecture, design and overall aesthetic exterior character of a building
consistent with the Georgian, Federal, Greek Revival or Victorian architectural styles upon finding that:

1. The Architectural design represents an innovative use of building materials or design, or site
design features which will not be detrimental to the use or value of area properties;

2. The proposed building is appropriate when compared to the architecture, design and overall
exterior character of other buildings on the site and surrounding sites;

3. The building design is consistent with and compatible with other development located along the
street; and

4. The proposed building is consistent with the intent and purpose of this chapter.

Staff’s opinion is that the waivers of the Building Materials and Architectural Design requirements are
necessary for the proposed design and that the findings for both waivers (noted above) are met. The
Petitioner has provided a Project Narrative (Exhibit 3) which details certain architectural features and the
design inspiration of the proposed building.

The proposed building utilizes a variety of materials (stone, EIFS, composite/cement board, and glass) and
colors which will establish a standard for future buildings within the integrated center. Renderings are
attached to this report with additional supporting documents within the Petitioner’s materials (Exhibit 4). As
filed, staff is supportive of the proposed architecture and color palette.

Landscaping:

As proposed, the site would be improved with a combination of deciduous and evergreen trees and shrubs as
well as a variety of other types of plantings. As mentioned above, two Development Standard Variances have
been requested for this project and have been continued by the Board of Zoning Appeals to its March 4, 2020,
Hearing. Details of the two variances are:

Variance #1: Variance of Foundation Plantings - Development Standards Variance for the removal of
the required foundation plantings along the front of the building, with the building to be constructed
substantially in the manor of the building renderings presented, with the landscaping to be allocated to
the eastern portion of the subject site along the interior access drive as depicted on the Landscape Plan
filed in Docket #2020-03-DP.

Variance #2: Variance of Parking Lot Perimeter Plantings - Development Standards Variance for the
removal of the requirement of a six-foot wide Parking Lot Perimeter Planting area with the landscaping
to be allocated to the eastern portion of the subject site along the interior access drive as depicted on
the Landscape Plan filed in Docket #2020-03-DP.
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Petitioner proposes to utilize landscaping rock rather than mulch in the planting beds. The landscaping plan
does not identify the color or type of rock to be used. This site is within the Rural classification of Zionsville
and the Michigan Road Overlay does not address ground cover within required landscaping. For sites within
the Urban classification of Zionsville, the amount of landscaping rock is limited to no more than 20% of the
required area to be landscaped.

Should the two requested Variances be approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals, Staff is supportive of
submitted Landscape Plan (Exhibit 4).

Lighting:

The proposed lighting on the site includes twenty (20) pole-mounted lights in the parking areas. Per the
submitted lighting plan, the pole lights would be mounted at 16 feet in height and be appropriately located
within the parking areas in front of and behind the building. A photometric plan has been submitted and is
compliant with the Ordinance requirements. Cut sheets of the proposed lighting fixtures have been filed
(Exhibit 4). As filed, Staff is supportive of the lighting plan.

Signage:

Signage is not included with this request for Development Plan Approval. The Petitioner will file a signage plan
for the entire Appaloosa Crossing integrated center at a future time. Petitioner is aware this will require a
separate public hearing. Petitioner has indicated that the signage for this multi-tenant, retail building will only
consist of wall signs for the individual tenants. No ground sign is anticipated for this building.

Storm Water / Drainage:

The Town’s Street / Storm Water Department and Town Engineer have reviewed the proposed storm water
drainage plan (review comments are contained in Exhibit 5). While certain items regarding the drainage plan
are still needing to be finalized with labeling, no substantial items remain to be resolved specific to the site’s
drainage or management of storm water.

Utility Access:
Adequate access to utilities is available to facilitate the project. No issues are known at this time.

Vehicle and Bicycle Parking:

The site layout provides compliant vehicle parking for the proposed multi-tenant retail building. The Petitioner
has provided bicycle parking in two locations on the west side of the building. This bicycle parking may be
utilized by employees and patrons.

FINDINGS

The Plan Commission shall hear, and approve or deny, Development Plans based on Findings of the Building
Commissioner or Plan Commission. Per Section 194.127 of the Ordinance the Plan Commission finds:

1. The Development Plan is compatible with surrounding land uses because:

2. The Development Plan does demonstrate availability and coordination of water, sanitary sewers, storm
water drainage, and other utilities because:

3. The Development Plan does demonstrate the management of traffic in a manner that creates conditions
favorable to health, safety, convenience and the harmonious development of the community because:

4. The Development Plan does utilize building materials and building style compatible with the Zionsville
theme because:

5. The Development Plan does provide for the calculation of storm water runoff because:

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 4 of 5 Exhibit 1
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6. The Development Plan does provide for current and future right-of-way dedications because:

7. The Development Plan does provide for building setback lines, coverage, and separation; vehicle and
pedestrian circulation; parking; landscaping; recreation area or green space; outdoor lighting because:

The Petitioner’s Proposed Findings are attached as Exhibit 6 for the Plan Commission’s consideration.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the requested Architectural Building Design waiver and the Building Materials
waiver.

Staff recommends approval of the Development Plan Petition as filed, subject to resolution of outstanding
review items identified by the Town Engineer (Exhibit 5).

RECOMMENDED MOTIONS

I move that the waiver of Architectural Building Design Requirements be (Approved based on the findings in
the staff report / Denied) as presented.

| move that the waiver of Building Materials be (Approved based on the findings in the staff report / Denied) as
presented.

I move that Docket #2020-03-DP to allow for a single story, 23,000+ square foot multi-tenant, retail building,
with related parking areas, in the Rural General Business Zoning District (GB) and the Rural Michigan Road
(MRO) be Approved based on the findings in the staff report, staff recommendation, and submitted findings of
fact / Denied/ Continued) as presented.

PROCEDURAL NOTES

An Improvement Location Permit will be required to be obtained from the Town prior to the commencement
of any site work and/or building construction.

Zionsville Plan Commission Page 5 of 5 Exhibit 1
February 18, 2020 Petition #2020-03-DP



) o g o >

BRIDIEWO (@) TR ==

Appaloosa Crossing - "Shops" Location - Exhibit 2

1" =300ft



rkilmer
Polygon

rkilmer
Polygon


Project Narrative

Harris FLP originally rezoned the property in 2008. Pursuant to this previous rezoning, Harris
FLP committed to a variety of development features and land uses. The project was originally
anticipated to be anchored by a large grocery store on the northern portion of the property with
predominantly office uses on the southern portion of the property. The development also
anticipated out lots along Michigan Road and 146™ Street (CR 3008), including a fire station to be
located upon southernmost out lot along Michigan Road.

In 2019, Harris FLP modernized the zoning commitments for the property to permit, among other
things, residential uses and enhanced pedestrian connectivity. These revisions reflect the mixed-
use project envisioned today, anticipating residential uses and incorporating desired amenities and
offerings for the Appaloosa Crossing occupants themselves and surrounding neighborhoods.
Given the mixed-uses planned for Appaloosa Crossing, the project is moving forward in phases,
with the retail shops comprising the first phase.

The architecture for the retail shops building is inspired by the white barn the Harris family
previously maintained on the property earlier in the family’s over 50 year history owning the
property, and the building pays homage to that legacy, as well as the current equestrian land uses
that help shape the area landscape. Appaloosa Crossing is requesting a waiver of architectural
design requirements as part of the development. The proposed design for Appaloosa Crossing is a
modern interpretation of some of the first barn styles built in the United States and those which
define the landscape in equine architecture. The architectural style is meant to fit into and
complement the surrounding rural architecture and nearby stables, while still being noticed as a
product of its time. As the commission has noted, this building is the first in the overall integrated
center and looks to establish this agrarian style as a strong foundation for future projects. We
believe this development will provide this district with a unique sense of place that will increase
property values, exist cohesively with existing residential uses, and attract new businesses.

The design for Appaloosa Crossing also requests a waiver of building material development
requirements. The proposed design is comprised of materials which are all approved for the
overlay district, executed in a modern style. A strong stone base of stacked limestone with
accompanying stone lintels and sills is complemented with traditional board and batten siding
above while utilizing EIFS for vertical parapets and sign band areas. The gable roof areas will
feature a standing seam metal roof while flat roof areas will have a standard membrane roof
covering.

Appaloosa Crossing seeks to be a unique addition to the Michigan Road Overlay area that will
attract businesses looking to be part of a distinctive development. Hatris FLP anticipates
subsequent phases to begin in the near terms, with plans anticipated to be filed later this winter or
early Spring.
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PROGRESS
+4PROGRES: \ COMMERCIAL

Project:

Fixture Type:

Location:

Contact:

PCAD S E RI ES LED Area Designer Lighting

Specifications:

Construction:

The decorative pendant mount luminaire is pendant mounted in place with stainless steel bolts.
The driver is located in the cast aluminum top housing and is accessible without tools by hing-
ing the lower shade assembly. The lower shade assembly is a one-piece aluminum spinning.

Optics:

One piece optical system with internal brass standoffs soldered to the board which can be field
replaced. Two-piece die cut silicone and polycarbonate foam gasket ensures weather-proof seal
around each individual LED and allows luminaire to be rated for high-pressure hose down ap-
plications. The optical cartridge is secured to the aluminum heat sink with fasteners to ensure
thermal conductivity. Optics held into place without use of adhesives and complete assembly
is gasketed for high pressure hose down cleaning.

Electrical:

Luminaire equipped with LED driver that operates with 120-277V universal voltage, 50/60Hz
and includes 0-10V dimming capability. Power factor is 0.92 at full load. All electrical com-
ponents rated at 50,000 hours at full load and 40°C ambient conditions. Thermal feedback
between PCB and driver to protect luminaire from excessive temperature by reducing drive cur-
rent as necessary. Surge protection standard with device providing surge current rating of 20KA
using 8/20 pSec wave, LSP clamping voltage of 825V and surge rating of 540).

Finish:

Polyester powder paint finish that is corrosion resistant and resists surface impacts up to 160
inch-pound.

Listing/Certification:

Images:

Dimensions & Mounting

WY/E LT ﬁ{/
# M€ 8L ﬁ/

26"- CAP 21"-CAP
The luminaire bears a CSA label and is marked suitable for wet locations. EPA: 1.04ft*
EPA: 1.39 ft? 351bs
40 Ibs
Warranty:
5 year limited warranty covering LED array and LED driver(s).
55 5183-5500 93-100
80 6935-8215 93-103
136 12800-13700 93-103
Catalog number:
Series Size Wattage Distribution Finish ~ Options
PCAD - LED Area Designer Lighting S - Small 55 - Small or Large 3 - IES Type 3 BZ - Bronze Blank
L - Large 80 - Small or Large 5 - 1ES Type 5 Round Wide BL - Black P - Photocell

136 - Large Only

GN - Green CR - Cast Rings

For more information visit our website: www.progresscommercial.com

Progress Lighting « 701 Millennium Boulevard « Greenville, SC 29607
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ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASONS

To:  Wayne DeLong, Director of Planning and Economic Development
From: Beam, Longest & Neff
John Beery, PE, PTOE, PTP

Date:

February 6, 2020

We have completed our review of the following submittal for the referenced project.

Project

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Name Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of US 421 and CR 300 South)
Location 10901 E 300 South and 3201 S. US 421
Developer | Harris FLP
Submittal No. 5 — January 31 Submittal

Documents Reviewed

Document Name Document Date
Drainage Report January 31, 2020
Secondary Plat January 31, 2020

Construction Plans - Subdivision

January 31, 2020

Construction Plans - Shops

January 31, 2020

Landscaping Plan - Shops

January 31, 2020

Photometric Plan for Shops

February 3, 2020

Draft Traffic Impact Study

August 2019

Fire Truck and Turning Templates

January 31, 2020

Architectural Floor and Roof Plans

January 31, 2020

Zonin Current Rural PB

& Proposed Rural GB
Current Agricultural

P Proposed Rural GB

Requested Variances or
Waivers

e No foundation plantings around building

e No plantings in front of buildings.
e Relief from 30-foot greenbelt requirement for US 421 Over-

lay District

A review of the most recent submittals from January 29" and 31% was completed. The
following is the list of comments from the original TAC review and comment letter dated
January 23, 2020. Updates and the status of each comment is provided in red under the

Exhibit 5




Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020
Page 2

original comment. Individual updates are provided due to the complexity and number of
subsequent submittals. There was a drainage resubmittal made by the developer on Janu-
ary 27" which consisted of a second comment letter which primarily involved drainage
design. Therefore, there are two

I. DRAINAGE REPORT

A. Inreviewing the drainage report, exhibits, and plans submitted for the project, it is
evident that the proposed drainage configuration and re-routing the majority of the
14.76 western watershed eastward will have adverse impacts and will not meet the
requirements and intent of the Town’s Stormwater Ordinance. The report and plans
do not alleviate the concerns of Town and County staff, as it does not provide
adequate direction and dispersal of discharge as well as adequate direction of flood
mitigation, storage, and routing. I would recommend an alternative detention
design to the one proposed as the present design does not appear to function as
anticipated from our December 23™ meeting and subsequent communication and
submittals. Refer to comment letter dated September 27, 2019.

Comment addressed. Refer to response letter from January 29"

B. The existing 36 inch pipe is noted to be a downstream restriction for emergency
overflow routing and the 100-year storm event. Based on the calculations
submitted, there are concerns about utilizing it to serve a watershed larger than it
was intended to serve.

Comment is no longer applicable due to re-design submitted on January 27"

C. Page numbers were not included in either of the drainage reports, per our meeting
on December 23,

Comment addressed in subsequent submittals.

D. Per previous discussion, local ordinance takes precedence in the INDOT Driveway
Permit Manual and design criteria. Please include the 100-year developed
condition for flows tributary to the culvert crossing in the INDOT Drainage Report
per the comments in our December 23™ meeting.

Comment is currently under review and will also be reviewed by INDOT per re-
design submitted on January 27,

E. The maximum 10-year flow, 6.27 cfs, released from Pond 2P — South Pond on
page 7 for the 10yr-24-Hr Rainfall in the Drainage Report exceeds the maximum
allowable discharge, 3.89 cfs, in the summary table. Please address.

Comment addressed.
P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of

US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 3

F.

Please complete the stormwater application checklist included in the Drainage
Report.

A checklist was submitted with the most recent submittal from January 31, 2020.

Please include the HUC Code for the project project’s watershed in the Drainage
Report.

Comment addressed.

Please provide an overall flood routing exhibit for the project indicating emergency
overflow routes in the Drainage Report. The last page of Appendix D in the
drainage report has an 8 % x 11-inch page with the Shops project shown, but routing
and storage is not shown or shaded in the exhibit. A 24 x 36-inch exhibit in the
Drainage Report is the Town’s Standard. Maximum ponding depths shall comply
with the Town’s Standards.

e A revised overflow routing exhibit was provided in the latest submittal.
Ponding levels are not labeled or clearly labeled in many locations where sag
inlets are located. By standard, there should be at least one passable 10-foot
lane and no ponding of more than 7 inches deep to maintain access.

e Based on the grades provided on the overflow routing sheet, Sheet #7 in the
plans, and the profile for Hanovarian St, Sheet #14 in the plans, runoff would
need to pond over 1 foot deep in the sag to overflow as shown in the drawings.
Please address.

e The elevation shown at the gutter for STR 113 east of Hanovarian St suggests
that the roadway will need to be over 8.5 inches deep to overtop the curb and
trail to the south in order to follow the overflow route shown. At that
overtopping depth, the overflow would also overtop the centerline of the
roadway which is labeled at an elevation of 907.18. The ponding elevation is
not shown to overtop the road in the plans. Please review, address, and clarify.

e The same situation appears to occur at STR 202 and 231. Please review all
ponding areas and overflow routes to determine if they are feasible with and
conform to the elevations provided in the plans.

e Please check, review, and confirm all overflow route information.

While the flood route exhibit does note the western overflow should route to the
culvert under US 421, there are no diagrams, flow routing, or ponding areas noted
in plans. There is not enough information on the plans to review and define the
overflow routes previously discussed.

Comment addressed but see previous comment for verification.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
Letter - 2-06-2020.docx



Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 4

J.

K.

Water quality calculations in Exhibit D shall be per the requirements and format in
Chapter 8 and 9 of the Town’s Stormwater Standards. The methodology is
presented in Section 2 of Chapter 9. Flow through hydrodynamic BMPs are
customarily selected by their removal efficiency and flow based on imperious
surface. Water quality calculations should be provided for each basin and in series
relative to their upstream basin sizes. The write-up should summarize the areas,
calculations and provide a detail and summary of the treatment. Each basin, per
Standard, should flow through a minimum of 2 BMPs and calculations are needed
for all BMPs.

Revised calculations have been received with the most recent submittal.

Basin Node and Link Labels used in the drainage report and in the Cox Creek
Exhibit should be consistent. Please review and make sure the links references are
consistent.

The response from the developer is noted.

The Cox Creek Analysis Exhibit shows that ponding will occur on Lots 7, 8, and 9
in Bridlewood Subdivision upstream of the existing 36” culvert. This information
is based on LIDAR contour data and not actual survey data. Also based on the
information, the storage and ponding does not occur within an easement as required
by Town Standards and the Town’s Stormwater Ordinance. This leads to further
concerns with routing the additional 14 acres through the existing infrastructure.

This comment has been addressed with the re-design submitted on January 27™.

. Please provide a site map that includes BMPs and pond locations labels and names

in the Drainage Report. The size should be 24 x 36-inch and it will be reduced in
size to be included in the O&M Manual.

In the drainage report, there are two exhibits for proposed conditions and proposed
conditions (phase 1). Please provide a detailed summary in the drainage narrative
to provide explanation on the difference between these two sheets.

Comment addressed.

Please confirm the proposed inlets in sag conditions are sized at 50% clogged
condition. Also, the 36-inch offsite outlet was not assumed to be clogged when it
was analyzed.

Comment addressed.

In the drainage report, the existing conditions exhibit is currently on letter size sheet
which is not legible. Please provide legible exhibit on a plan sheet (24x36), also
please provide topographic information 200ft along the perimeter of the property
pre the requirements of the Town’s Stormwater Standards.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
Letter - 2-06-2020.docx



Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020
Page 5

It appears that some inlets and stormwater collection points only receive either one
source of no source of water quality treatment. Please review the BMP treatment
scheme and address. This was noted by both Town and review staff. This appears
to occur primarily in the western basin and the wester interior roadway.

ll. PRIMARY AND SECONDARY PLATS

A. Page 15, “Retention Ponds and Related Easements” of the “Declarations and
Covenants” for the subdivisions refers to 15-foot easements for maintenance
around retention ponds. These easement do not appear on the plat, including the
south pond along US 421. This needs to be addressed in the plat and on the plans.

This comment appears to be addressed.

B. Fifteen-foot clear access easements are required around all ponds. Access is not
provided to all ponds, as the top of bank for some are directly adjacent to property
lines. Please also check the safety ledge requirements for wet bottom ponds in
Chapter 6 of the Town’s Stormwater Standards and review for compliance.

C. All BMPs and pond shall be in maintenance and drainage easements and have
access for maintenance and assigned to an entity by the plat and the O&M Manual.

Comment addressed.

D. Please label all roads in the secondary plat. Please include the following note on
the plat:

“Channels, storm water infrastructure 12-inches or larger, six-inch or larger
subsurface drains in rear yard swales and under curbs where no street trees are
allowed, inlets and outlets of detention and retention ponds, and appurtenances
thereto within designated drain easements. Drainage swales shall be the
responsibility of the owner or the property’s owner’s association.”

Comment addressed.
E. Please add the following note to the secondary plat:

“Cross Reference Stormwater BMP O&M Manual Instrument #
which shall be the responsibility of the owner of the lot created by this plat. Said
obligations shall run with any future owner, assigns, or heirs of the property.
Obligations may not be transferred to a entity which is not an owner of the

property.”

Comment addressed.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 6

F,

K.

Easements that include internal access roads shall be designated and dedicated as
intravehicular access easements for private roads/streets.

Comment adequately addressed.

Dedicated sanitary sewer, water line, and other utility easements should be included
on the plat.

Comment adequately addressed and will be monitored in the future.

It is recommended that the note provided in the plat that reads “The first five (5)
feet of any utility easement ...” be deleted, as it references the Town and
infrastructure and services that the Town does not provide. All references to the
Town should be re-evaluated because the internal roads and infrastructure and not
specifically dedicated to the Town.

Comment addressed.

All internal streets and drives the plat should be labeled with the street name and
“(Dedicated as Private)” behind the name.

Comment addressed.

Provisions for the perpetual maintenance of the internal roadways should be cross-
referenced between the plat and the Declarations of Covenants and Restrictions. A
note on the plat should be added for the Declarations recorded cross-reference
number.

Comment addressed.

Provisions in the plat should note access easement for individual lots to maintain
and repair utility service laterals.

Comment sufficiently addressed.

The lot south of proposed Common Area D, County Parcel #0290715000, is
surrounded by a heavy dark line used for the rest of the proposed subdivision. Is
this parcel a part of the project or to be platted or split as part of the project as the
linework suggests? Please verify and address.

Comment is addressed.

. The right-of-way labels for CR 300 South on sheet 2 of the plat should be checked.

While the 130 feet label scales out correctly across the roadway, the 70 %2 ft label
along the proposed south right-of-way line does not scale out to that distance from
the control line shown and referenced at the intersection of US 421.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
US 421 and CR 300 South)\Submittal No. 5 - 01-31-2020\Engineering - Harris FLP Submittal #5 Review
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 7

Comment appears to be addressed.

The proposed half right-of-way needed for the future CR 300 South project is an
80 ft half right-of-way. The thoroughfare plan in this location does warrant this
distance due to the number of lanes, the proximity to the intersection, and the per
the County’s Ronald Reagan Mini-Cortidor Plan.

Please label proposed right-of-way dedications on Sheet 2 of the Secondary Plat.
Please dimension the proposed right-of-way called out Sheet 3 from the quarter
section line show in the plat.

The proposed plan and plat have several noted differences between bufferyard and
setback requirements in the US Highway 421 Overlay District defined in the
Town’s Zoning Ordinance which will need to be addressed.

Planning staff reviewing, comment appears to be addressed.

Lots should not be split across pages on the plat. All lots should appear in their
entirety on one sheet. For instance, lots are broken across pages 6 and 7 of the plat.
Outlot 1 and its legal description callouts are split across 4 separate sheets. Please
address.

Comment addressed.

NEW COMMENTS

Please provide a corner cut for right-of-way on the northwest corner of Outlot A.
The proposed trail and other improvements are not shown to be located in right-of-
way.

Please label the width of the buffer/easement of the east side of the site on Sheet
#3.

Further review is pending future submittals.

lI. CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT PLANS

A.

“Comment B” in the original comment letter dated September 27, 2019, should be
referenced for future consideration. The development should consider the proposed
alignment and requirements for CR 300 South outlined in the Boone County
Thoroughfare Plan and the Zionsville Transportation Plan for road improvements
and the required right-of-way. Please review the present site plan to ensure that it
matches the necessary right-of-way requirements.

Comment appears to be addressed.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 8

B.

Both plan set cover sheets show two separate contacts for Street and Stormwater,
please combine into one Street & Stormwater and show Lance Lantz as the contact.

Comment appears to be addressed.

Please review the development plan sheets to ensure that the existing and proposed
contours tie together.

Comment appears to be addressed and it will be monitored in future submittals.

Swales drainage ditches along the north and east perimeter of Future Mixed-Use
Block A are not located within easements. Please check to ensure that all swales
are located in drainage easements.

Comment appears to be sufficiently addressed for this stage of the submittal.

Drainage structure and BMP numbers should be included in the erosion control
plans.

Matchlines should be provided for connecting sheet references in the plan sheets.

Comment addressed.

Semi and Fire Engine Turning Templates should be ran for each street, drive, and
parking lot entrance configuration with opposing traffic in drive approaches.
Trucks should be able to make turns at all drives and intersections and stay in their
lane and on pavement at radius points.

Please review the proposed templates. The design should be based on a smooth
drive path set a certain driving speed, which should be 10 mph for right-hand
turns and 15 mph for left-hand turns. Some of the turning movements are not
smooth and appeared to be steered by hand.

Bollards or railed barrier shall be installed along roads, right-of-way and parking
lots per the Town’s Stormwater Standards per previous discussions.

Comment addressed and will be monitored in future submittals.

The grading in the plans does not show or indicate overflow routing discussed in
the December 23" meeting to US 421.

Comment addressed with re-design submitted on January 27th.

The sanitary sewer system shall be reviewed and approved by TriCo.

Comment is in the process of being addressed.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
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Appaloosa Crossing
Review Letter No. 5
February 6, 2020

Page 9

K.

The detail for the proposed construction entrance provided in the Erosion Control
details does not match the Town’s standards. Please consult the Town’s
Stormwater Standards and modify the detail to include the physical characteristics
and notes provided in the Town’s detail.

The Town’s correct detail is in the Appendix in the back of the most current
Stormwater Standards on page 3 of 4 of the Individual Lot Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Requirements.

Exterior road and entrance improvements should be shown for the Shops project,
as they will need to be completed with or prior to that project along with drainage
improvements.

Comment sufficiently addressed.

. Reduced speed limits and signage are needed in the proposed maintenance of traffic

(MOT) plans for US 421 and CR 300 South. Reduced speed limits should be
provided for the tapers shown for the construction zones. Please include reduced
speed limit signs for the designs based on the taper lengths. The work zone design
should be per the requirements of the MUTCD and Indiana’s Work Zone Trajffic
Control Guidelines, 2013 or latest edition.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

Please check the number of barrels listed and the calculations with the spacing
provided. The number of barrels appears to not match the spacing and the numbers
counted in the plans.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

Details for the merge and a typical details for roadway cross section in MOT zones.
The detail should provide barrel spacing and clearance and minimum lane width in
the construction zone within the existing cross section of the roadway.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

The MOT plans should provide provisions, references and details for flagging
operations.

Comment is not critical and will be addressed in further review.

Please provide the MOT plans in a more legible scale. May of the specifics are
presently left to scale and they are difficult to read and interpret. Further review is

pending.

Comment is not critical and will be addressed in further review.

P:\101038 - Zionsville Planning Department\Subdivisions and Platting\Appaloosa Crossing (SE Corner of
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R.

End sections and spillways shown the drainage plans should be evaluated per Town
Standards for rip rap and stabilization to present scour.

Comment appears to be sufficiently addressed at this time, although future review
is pending revisions.

The roadway lane widening and tapers for the public road portion of the project
need to be consistently labeled and dimensioned on each sheet.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

INDOT has approval authority over work design and performed in their right-of-
way. Please reference INDOT’s Standards and the Driveway Permit Manual which
govern that work.

On-going review of this item will continue, including the drainage design, which
will require approval as well.

Plans for the proposed entrance are pending future revisions and considerations by
INDOT and in the Traffic Impact Study. Further reviewing is pending. Please
reference previous comment letters for the on-going CR 300 South Study. Any
changes to the plans or the Traffic Impact Study requested by the INDOT should
be provided the Town for input and comment.

Please refer to related comments.

Please label street names on all sheets.

Comment sufficiently addressed.

. Stop signs shall be called out on the plans and placed at each drive exiting into

public right-of-way where traffic control is not provided.

After further review, the draft Traffic Impact Study does not address who this is-
sue should be handled or how stop control could affect queuing and access.
Please review and place internal traffic control accordingly.

Please go through the plans and move overlapping text and callouts for legibility.
Comment sufficiently addressed at this time.

Based on proposed and existing topography, the grading for the emergency
spillway at the south end of the north pond will route into Lots 35 and 36 of the

neighboring subdivision. Please address.

Comment addressed.
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7. Please provide provisions for either underdrains or swales along the east perimeter
or the project. It appears that berms and other grading is creating small pockets of
undrained areas adjacent to the residential area.

Comment not sufficiently addressed. Perimeter swales, particularly along resi-
dential and neighboring and adjoining properties require underdrains.

AA. The berm along the east property line scales out in some locations to exceed the
Town’s maximum 3:1 slope requirements. Please review and address where
applicable.

This appears to be addressed and will be monitored in future submittals.

BB. Sheet 15 of 42 of the Site Plans shows a swale/ditch running north/south along
the east edge of the internal roadway. The cross street shown does not have a
culvert underneath and it appears that the roadway will block drainage. (Note that
streets are not labeled on the sheet.) The plan sheet and site plans show that the
intent of the drive is to extend eastward. The proximity of existing cross culverts
and their proposed grading appear to conflict with the proposed extension and
would create a both a conflict and a steep embankment adjacent to the street
extension.

Comment addressed.

CC. The right-in-right-out access on CR 300 South is shown as a full driveway. The
access point shall be designed to match the right-in-right-out on US 421.

Comment pending resolution with elements of Traffic Impact Study.

DD. The middle access point on CR 300 South has been converted into a full access
with a left-hand turn lane into the facility. In the pre-filing meeting, it was
discussed this would act as “a right-in-right-out” because of the existing median in
CR 300 South. The current plans show the median getting cut out to install a left-
hand turn lane into the development.

Response noted and pending Traffic Impact Study comments.

EE.The additional lane along CR 300 South from the intersection that was discussed in
previous meetings has not been included in the plans submitted.

Comment addressed. Pending INDOT approval.

FF. The safety ledge in the Typical Pond Detail on Sheet 33 shows that the depth of the
safety ledge below normal pool is 12 inches. The Town’s Standard Page 10 of
Chapter 6 is 6 inches. Please address.

Comment addressed.
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GG. The Typical Pond Detail referenced above shows the required 10-foot

maintenance ledge, which may be included in the 15-foot easement.

Comment addressed.

HH. There are concerns regarding modifications at the east side of the existing box

IL.

culvert under 421, which is located NW corner of outlot F.  There is manhole
structure and to pipes shown connected to this structure. This configuration will
reduce the capacity of this box culvert to accept flows from the tributary watershed.
The box culvert should be extended to the east to allow surface water runoff to be
accepted into this culvert in a depressional area.

Comment addressed by drainage revisions.

Offsite contours on Sheet 6 of the overall site development plans are not sufficiently
labeled to determine and assess topography.

Comment addressed.

NEW COMMENTS

JJ. The curb ramps shown in the locations on the plans do not match the detail shown

on Sheet #34. Please address and check for ADA compliance.

. LIGHTING PLAN

A. A lighting plan was not submitted for the Shops project or the overall site plan.

A lighting plan for the Shops’ site plan was received on February 3" No com-
ments on the proposed photometrics. The diameter and specifications for light
poles were not included in the cut sheet or in the plans. Building-based lighting,
if proposed or considered should also be included in the submittal and plan. The
lighting plan is not included in the site construction plans.

LANDSCAPING PLAN

A. A landscaping plan was not submitted for the overall site plan.

B,

Note the receipt of a plan for the Shops only. See further comments.

The petitioner has requested a variance for foundation and building-based
landscaping requirements.
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C. It is recommended that the sizes of the proposed green spaces be large enough to
accommodate and be coordinated with the materials intended for planting so the
uses and plantings do not interfere with one another or other physical elements of
the site plan.

Comment addressed

D. Sizes, types, and variations of plantings are not provided in the landscaping plan
for the Shops. Please provide a detailed planting schedule for the development as
well.

A plan was submitted for the Shops portion of the project. Note that landscaping
rock with an unspecified color or type is noted in the plan and it is not listed as a
landscaping material in the US 421 Overlay. It is restricted in other zonings to a
certain percentage of the landscaped area. Please address.

VI. ARCHITECTURAL AND OTHER SITE ELEMENTS

A. Please note the architectural requirements in the Rural Michigan Road Overlay
District under Item C of Section 194.079, Rural: Overlay Districts of the Town’s
Zoning Ordinance. Please contact staff to coordinate and discuss specific waivers
that need to be requested. They include;

§194.079(C)(10)(a) Architectural Designs; Design Theme: “Buildings shall
be designed with an overall theme consistent with or complementary to the
Colonial, Federal, Georgian, Victorian or Greek Revival periods. New build-
ings are not required to be imitative, but must incorporate the salient features
of these architectural styles.” Please have your architect prepare a brief state-
ment as to how the proposed architecture style complies with this require-
ment. If the proposed building elevations cannot not comply with this re-
quirement, a Waiver of this Architectural Design Requirement must be re-
quested by the Petitioner of the Plan Commission.

$§194.079(C)(10)(d) Architectural Designs, Building Facades: “Facades
shall have a defined base or foundation, a middle or modulated wall, and a
top formed by a pitched roof or articulated cornice, in each instance appro-
priate to the building style. Buildings with continuous facades that are 90 feet
or greater in width, shall be designed with offsets (projecting or recessed) not
less than eight feet deep, and at intervals of not greater than 60 feet...For ma-
terial changes at the horizontal line, the heavier material shall always be
placed beneath the lighter material. Front and side facades of buildings lo-
cated on corner lots shall be of the same materials and similarly de-

tailed.” As presented, the proposed facades do not include a defined base or
foundation and do not include the required offsets. A Waiver of these
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Architectural Design Requirements must be requested by the Petitioner of the
Plan Commission. '

§194.079(C)(10)(i) Architectural Designs, Storefionts: “Storefronts shall be
integrally designed with overall facade character. Ground floor retail, service
and restaurant uses should generally have large pane display windows; how-
ever, they shall not exceed 75% of the total ground level (first floor) facade
area. Buildings with multiple storefronts shall be of unified design, through
the use of common materials, architectural details, signs and lighting con-
sistent with the overall building style.” Many of the tenant bays are primarily
glass which appear to exceed 75% of the fagade area. As the provided draw-
ings are not fully dimensioned, please confirm the proposed design complies
with this development standard. If not in compliance, a Waiver of these At-
chitectural Design Requirements must be requested by the Petitioner of the
Plan Commission. This Waiver Request should be included in your submittal
of the Development Plan Application.

No direct response has been received to the above items in this subsection.

B. Please label roof pitch in the architectural renderings.

The petitioner stated in the response letter received on January 31, 2020 that the
roof pitch would be labeled on future revisions on Sheet A104. Architectural con-
struction floor and roof plans were submitted, with partial dimension for the roof,
but the pitch was not labeled.

The intent of labeling the roof pitch, for which the requirements are defined in
Item (e) of Sub-Section (10), Architectural Design Requirements, of Section (C),
U.S. Highway 421 — Michigan Road Corridor Overlay District in the Town’s
Zoning Ordinance, is to provide the Planning Commission with convenient refer-
enced. Roof pitch is presently not labeled in the Sheet A104 of the latest architec-
tural drawings and it was not labeled in the architectural renderings originally
submitted for the project.

Please label roof pitch on the original architectural renderings submitted for the
sake of clarity for Planning Commission review. Refer to staff comments.

C. Proposed signage is not provided or shown in either site plan submittal. It should
be located in the site plans because it has the potential to affect or be affected by
the location and function of other elements in the site plan.

Developer’s response in their January 31, 2020 resubmittal is noted.

D. The architectural and site plans for the project do not contain provisions for
shielding rooftop mechanical elements and vents and they are not shown in the
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architectural renderings. It should be noted that provisions for the anticipated
rooftop elements should be included in and noted for the project.

Please prepare a summary table to include on the architectural drawings of
percentage of the exterior materials for each fagade elevation. The overlay district
has architectural requirements for materials that will need to be evaluated and
compared. Per the overlay district, windows shall not exceed 75% of the any
fagade. Please include glass in the summary.

Separate summary tables were submitted as separate sheets. Refer to staff com-
ments.

VII. TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

A.

The concept site plan in used in the Study does not match the most recent site plan
filed for the development for internal commercial/retail component of the project.
It is recommended that internal intersections in close proximity to the right-of-way
be modeled with their traffic control to determine or assess any potential impacts
to public streets.

As the site plan and other elements of the project progress, there are specific uses
such as gas stations, drive thrus, and day care facilities mentioned for the site. Have
any of these micro-uses been evaluated for parking and trip generation to determine
with they exceed or are within the parameters of the uses and square footages
assumed for the project? While the Town is not necessarily opposed to these uses,
it appears that they need to be considered in the Traffic Impact Study.

Four drive thrus are shown in the site plan. An analysis of the square footage of
these locations should be discussed in the Traffic Study to determine if they are
more intense than the Shopping Center use assigned in the study. The average trip
rates for Shopping Centers can vary greatly from a Coffee/Donut Shop or a Fast
Food Restaurant with a Drive-Thru. Also, Medical Office can draw a significant
number of additional trips versus general office.

The Town has been contacted by an outside designer regarding a daycare facility
on one of the outlots on Michigan Road. This use was not factored into the Traffic
Impact Study for the project. The intensity of the use and the capacity of the site
to handle both parking and peak hour staging for such a facility should be evaluated
for queue storage.

Additional uses, such as some type of residential use has also been discussed within
the development. While this could be have a lower impact than other proposed
uses, it is not factored into the development.
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F. Based on the changes in accesses on CR 300 South from previous discussions, there
is no analysis or alternatives presented in the Traffic Impact Study which reduce
the number of full access points. Has this been investigated?

Note the petitioner’s response below received January 31, 2020:

VII. TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
A.—F.

Due to various timing constraints, the traffic impact analysis was conducted without full knowledge of
exact land uses that will be constructed on the subject site. Therefore, for the retail portions of the site
the general retail use was used as it typically represents an aggressive traffic condition. Obviously, some
specific uses (coffee shop, fast food etc.) could produce different trip estimates but these uses also
typically generate significantly more pass-by trips than the general retail use considered in the study.
Other potential uses such as day care, medical office and residential components were also not defined
(and are not given at this time) at the time of the traffic study. However, residential and day care uses
would likely generate less traffic compared to the uses included in the study. Finally, the
recommendations within the traffic impact study include turn lanes at every access drive and a potential
traffic signal along US 421 at the main drive. These recommendations represent maximum practical
build out improvements along US 421 and CR 300. Therefore, incremental increases in traffic due to site
development details would likely be accommodated by the recommendations called out in the study.

While restaurants, coffee shops, and other facilities are eligible and could receive
pass-by trip reductions, the number of new trips is not necessarily and conclusively
offset by other less intensive uses or equal to or less than trip rates for general busi-
ness, commercial, or shopping centers. Additionally, the diversion of pass-by trips to
certain users can and often do have adverse impacts to traffic because trips that pass
by a vacant parcel of land can be converted into left-hand turns from trips which nor-
mally pass by as straight through movement.

In response to and in support of previous comments, those impacts described in the
response cannot be fully vetted and analyzed at this time because of the difference in
uses from the site plan and uses assumed and used in the original traffic impact study.
The most recent site plans vary significantly from the site plan in the original traffic
study as it does not assume a fueling station or any of the four drive-thrus shown in
the most recent site plan. Therefore, the original traffic impact study should be up-
dated to reflect the most recent site plan. Furthermore, the connection to the neighbor-
ing subdivision to the east is shown in the traffic impact study and the connection is
not presently shown in the project plans, which impacts traffic movements. There has
also been not commitment to the connection. Therefore, comments A through F are
valid and can be addressed through an updated traffic impact study which matches the
present site plan.

Pass-by and diverted trips are also not calculated consistently between assigned uses.
For instance, trips generated for the site using land use codes for General Office and
Shopping Center. The percentages of pass-by and diverted trips for the development
are calculated using land use codes for General Office and General Retail. Pass-by
trips and diverted trips should be calculated in a manner consistent with assigned uses
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for trip generation. Neither the assigned uses used in the Traffic Impact Study nor the
uses in in the Study’s site plan and the most current site plan are consistent. Please
rectify the uses in the Impact Study and with the proposed site plan and apply the ap-
propriate use codes for trip generation and pass-by trips.

VIII.

E

DECLARATIONS COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS

The response received in the January 31, 2020 submittal package states that the
revisions addressing the following comments will be made prior to final staff re-
view.

Page 6; definition of Parcel: this states that on the Plat, the individual Lots will be
identified a “Lot followed by a number.” From the filed Secondary Plat, the Lots
are followed by a letter, not a number.

Page 17- Please add to “Retention ponds and Related Easements™: “Declarant, the
Association, and all subsequent assigns and heirs of all lots and property within the
subdivision shall be responsible for maintain the Retention Ponds and drainage
system in a functional manner consistent with the original design of the project and
in compliance with the Stormwater Operation and Maintenance Manual on file and
recorded for the subdivision.”

Page 33, Paragraph #18(A) — This states there will be no residential use permitted
within the development. From earlier discussions with the developer, we know
they are considering residential uses for a portion of the internal acreage of the site.

Page 39, Paragraph 19(K) — Notices: this states that Notices are to be sent to an
entity which is not the project’s Declarant.

Exhibits were not attached to the draft documents. Further review is pending.

IX. STORMWATER PERMIT AND O&M MANUAL

A.

A stormwater O&M manual will be required for the subdivision in later submittals
prior to construction.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.

Stormwater permits and an NOI for the project will be required after plans are
revised and the project is approved.

Comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to construction release.
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X. GENERAL

A. Street names should be submitted for review and approval.

Comment addressed but still pending resolution.

B. No utility main sizing information has been provided.

Response noted and comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to con-
struction release.

C. All drive lanes should be heavy duty asphalt to support heavy truck and emergency
vehicle traffic.

Response noted and comment is not critical and will be deferred to prior to con-
struction release.

D. Hydrant locations are too far from outlets to provide service to buildings.

Item is subject to re-review by staff.

E. The cross connection between the development and the neighborhood is
inconsistently shown in the plans and supporting documentation. What is the plan
for the connection? The connection is supported because it provides access to the
develop from the neighborhood rather than forcing the traffic from the
neighborhood into making two or three left hand turns to get from the subdivision
using CR 300 South to access the development. This will eliminate left turns and
congestion on CR 300 South.

Comment still outstanding.

F. Further review and comments are pending on all submittals as future more detailed
submittals are made and these comments are addressed.

XI. PROJECT COST ESTIMATES AND PERFORMANCE BONDS

A. Ttemized construction cost estimates and performance bonds will be required prior
to construction and dependent on certain elements of project phasing.
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TOWN OF ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION
BOONE COUNTY, INDIANA

REQUEST FOR WAIVER OF BUILDING MATERIALS DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

FINDINGS

Building Materials Findings. The Town may grant a Waiver of the Building Materials
Development Requirements of the Michigan Road Overlay and approve the use of alternate
exterior building materials on any facade of a building upon finding that:

1.

The building materials utilized represent an innovative use of said materials which
enhance the overall aesthetic exterior character of the building and will not be detrimental
to the use or value of area properties because:

The proposed design for Appaloosa Crossing is comprised of materials which are all approved
for the overlay district, executed in a modern style.

The building materials utilized are appropriate when compared to the building materials
utilized on other buildings on the site and surrounding sites because:

The material use for Appaloosa Crossing is complementary and compatible with the surrounding rural,
agrarian style and is consistent with Zionsville strong desire to create variation and interest in the built

environment.
The building materials utilized are consistent with and compatible with other building
materials utilized on, and with the overall exterior character of, other buildings and
development located along the street because:

A strong stone base of stacked limestone with accompanying stone lintels and sills is complemented with traditional board
and batten siding, all seen in the surrounding areas along with traditional gable roofs. Additionally, the use of wood posts and
accents for the canopy and additional architectural details furthers Appaloosa Crossings fit into the surrounding area.

The building materials utilized are consistent with the intent and purpose of this chapter
because:

Appaloosa Crossings seeks to be a unique addition to the Michigan Road Overlay area that will attract
businesses looking to be part of a distinctive development.

DECISION

It is therefore the decision of this body that this Request for a Waiver of Building Materials
Development Requirements is APPROVED / DENIED.

Adopted this day of , 20
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TOWN OF ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION
BOONE COUNTY, INDIANA

REQUEST FOR WAIVER OF ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

FINDINGS

Architectural Design Findings. The Town may grant a Waiver of the Architectural Design
Requirements of the Michigan Road Overlay and approve an architectural design which does
not incorporate the overall theme or incorporate the architecture, design and overall aesthetic
exterior character of a building consistent with the Georgian, Federal, Greek Revival or
Victorian architectural styles upon finding that:

1. The Architectural design represents an innovative use of building materials or design, or
site design features which will not be detrimental to the use or value of area properties

because: The proposed design for Appaloosa Crossing is a modern interpretation of some of the first barn styles built

in the United States and those which define the landscape in equine architecture. Reminiscent of barns in
England, these early barns were a simple and popular design during Colonial times; rectangular in shape,
gabled roof, with board and batten siding and a stone base, a style which Appaloosa seeks to modernize.

2. The proposed building is appropriate when compared to the architecture, design and
overall exterior character of other buildings on the site and surrounding sites because:

The architectural style is meant to fit into and complement the surrounding rural architecture and nearby stables,
while still being noticed as a product of its time.

3. The building design is consistent with and compatible with other development located
along the street because:

The modern use of stacked stone, wood siding, EIFS, and glass, are utilized in a manner meant to accompany
the surrounding architectural styles. As the commission has noted, this building is the first in the overall integrated
center and looks to establish this agrarian style as a strong foundation for future projects.

4. The proposed building is consistent with the intent and purpose of this chapter because:

We believe this development will provide this district with a unique sense of place that will increase property
values, exist cohesively with existing residential uses, and attract new businesses.

DECISION

It is therefore the decision of this body that this Request for a Waiver of Architectural Design
Requirements is APPROVED / DENIED.

Adopted this day of , 20
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TOWN OF ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION
BOONE COUNTY, INDIANA

PETITION FOR PLAN COMMISSION APPROVAL
OF A DEVELOPMENT PLAN / MODIFICATION OF DEVELOPMENT PLAN

FINDINGS

1. The Development Plan/Modification of Development Plan (is/is not) compatible with surrounding
land uses because: The property is zoned for the proposed use

2. The Development Plan/Modification of Development Plan (does/does not) demonstrate availability
and coordination of water, sanitary sewers, storm water drainage, and other utilities because:

The project meets local storm water drainage standards and utility availability has been confirmed.

3. The Development Plan/Modification of Development Plan (does/does not) demonstrate the
management of traffic in a manner that creates conditions favorable to health, safety, convenience and the
harmonious development of the community because:

The proposed design is in accordance with the recommendations within the proposed Traffic Impact Study.

4, The Development Plan/ Modification of Development Plan (does/does not) utilize building materials
and building style compatible with the Zionsville theme because:

The proposed design meets the intent of the US 421 Overlay Zone for architectural standards.
5. The Development Plan/Modification of Development Plan (does/ does not) provide for the
calculation of storm water runoff because:

The project will reduce peak storm water discharge from pre-development conditions.

6. The Development Plan/Modification of Development Plan (does/does not) provide for current and
future right-of-way dedications because:

The project will dedicate right-of-way in accordance with Town requirements.
7. The Development Plan/Modification of Development Plan (does/does not) provide for building

setback lines, coverage, and separation; vehicle and pedestrian circulation; parking; landscaping; recreation
area or green space; outdoor lighting because:

The project, with proposed variances, meets requirements within the zoning ordinance.
DECISION

It is therefore the decision of this body that this Development Plan/Modification of Development Plan is
APPROVED / DENIED.

Adopted this day of , 20
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ZIONSVILLE

FOR ALL THE RIGHT REASOMNS

Town of Zionsville

MEMORANDUM
TO: Town of Zionsville Advisory Plan Commission
FROM: Wayne Delong, AICP, CPM, Director of Planning and Economic Development
RE: Docket #2020-04-CA - Appaloosa Crossing Integrated Center

Petition for Commitment Amendment to provide for a revised Exhibit C, Concept Plan
for the Real Estate, Ordinance #2008-13, in the Low Density Single-family and Two-
family Residential District (R2), Rural General Business Zoning District (GB) and Rural
Professional Business District (PB). The subject site is also within the Michigan Road
Overlay (MRO).

History

Zoning Commitments for 57.53% acres, (which presently encompasses the proposed site submitted
for this petition), were recorded in the Boone County Recorder’s office in 2008 (subsequent to
approval by the Boone County Area Plan Commission). As part of that approval:
1) 44.25+ acres were rezoned from the R1 Zoning Classification to the Rural General Business
Zoning District (GB);
2) 13.28%* acres were rezoned from the R1 Zoning Classification to the Rural Professional
Business District (PB); and
3) Instrument 200800010861 identified a list of a) Prohibited Uses and b) specific development
Commitments.

In 2016, Petition #2016-45-CA sought and received approval from both the Zionsville Plan
Commission and Zionsville Town Council to amend the Commitments, in order to allow for the use of
a fuel station/service station (with a convenience store). Subsequent approval of the amendment was
recorded in the Boone County Recorder’s Office as Instrument #201700000546.

In 2019, Petition #2019-44-CA sought and received approval from both the Zionsville Plan
Commission and Zionsville Town Council to amend the Commitments associated with Boone County
Ordinance No. 2008-13, Recorded in the Office of the Recorder of Boone County, Indiana, as
Instrument No. 2008-00010861, to allow for: a liquor store, single-family dwellings, major residential
subdivision (including empty-nester homes), more than two (2) fast food restaurants, fast food
restaurants to be adjacent to each other, a reduction in the side building setbacks to 30 feet
(applicable only to the south property line of the southernmost outlot), a reduced number of water
features along U.S. Highway 421 (referred to as Michigan Road in the filing) to one (1), modifications
to the main access drive off U.S. Highway 421, increased number of outlots along U.S. Highway 421
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and CR 300 South (146" Street) to eight (8), and five (5) respectively, placement of a monument sign
on either the north or south side of the primary U.S. Highway 421 Entrance, a right-in only access
from CR 300 South (146" Street) west of the main entrance off CR 300 South.

Upon this approval, an “Amended and Restated Commitments Concerning the Use or Development
of Real Estate” was recorded in the Boone County Recorder’s office on December 30, 2019, as

Instrument #2019013490.

Analysis of Current Request

In the current filing, Petition #2020-04-CA seeks to amend the Amended and Restated Commitments,
recorded in the Office of the Recorder of Boone County, Indiana, as Instrument #2019013490, by
replacing Exhibit C, Concept Plan for the Real Estate, with a revised Concept Plan. The recorded
Amended and Restated Commitments, Exhibit B, Ill, includes a requirement “That a minimum of one
(1) sizeable water feature be placed along U.S. Highway 421 as depicted in the concept plan.” The
recorded concept plan depicted the water feature midway along the overall site’s frontage of U.S.
Highway 421. The Petitioner has revised the concept plan and is seeking approval to relocate the
water feature to the most southern portion of the subject property, while still being placed along U.S.
Highway 421. All other commitments within the recorded Amended and Restated Commitments are
unchanged and remain in effect.

Staff is in support of the petition to amend the prior Commitments. Specifics as to the support are
detailed as follows:

Replacement of the recorded Exhibit C (attached as Exhibit 2), Concept Plan for the Real Estate, with a
revised Concept Plan (attached as Exhibit 3): the proposed relocation of the required water feature
meets the intention and purpose of the original Concept Plan and allows for a more outlots within the
proposed integrated center to have frontage on U.S. Highway 421.

Please refer to Instrument #2019013490 for additional information.

If there are any questions as to the content, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Respectfully submitted,
Wayne Delong, AICP, CPM
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	2-18-2020 Plan Commission Meeting Agenda
	2019-52-Z HUB I-65 Staff Report
	2020-01-PP Appaloosa Crossing - Primay Plat - Staff Report
	(a) Adequate provisions have been made for regulation of minimum lot depth and minimum lot area
	(b) Adequate provisions have been made for the widths, grades, curves and coordination of subdivision public ways with current and planned public ways; and
	(c) Adequate provisions have been made for the extension of water, sewer, and other municipal services.

	2020-03-DP Appaloosa Crossing - Shops Development Plan - Staff Report
	2020-04-CA Appaloosa Crossing - Staff Report
	MEMORANDUM
	TO:      Town of Zionsville Advisory Plan Commission





