
 

 
 MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION MEETING  

Monday September 19, 2016 
 

The Regular meeting of the Zionsville Plan Commission was scheduled for Monday September 19, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Beverly Harves Meeting Room at Zionsville Town Hall, 1100 West Oak Street. 
 
The following items were scheduled for consideration: 

I. Pledge of Allegiance 
II. Attendance 

III. Approval of  July 18, 2016 Meeting Memorandum and August 15, 2016 Meeting Minutes 
IV. Continuance Requests-None at this time 
V. Continued Business 

Docket 
Number Name Address of Project Item to be Considered 

2016-37-PP Cobble Creek 9085 E. Oak Street 

Continued from the  August 15, 2016 and September 19, 2016 
Meeting, to the October 17, 2016 Plan Commission Meeting 
6 in Favor 
0 Opposed 
Petition for Primary Plat to subdivide 99.671 acres into 105 lots in the 
(R1) and (R2) Rural Residential Zoning Districts 

2016-38-DP Cobble Creek 9085 E. Oak Street 

Continued from the  August 15, 2016 and September 19, 2016 
Meeting, to the October 17, 2016 Plan Commission Meeting 
6 in Favor 
0 Opposed 
Petition for Development Plan Approvals to provide for a 105 lot 
subdivision in an (R1) and (R2) Rural Residential Zoning Districts 

VI. New Business 
Docket 
Number Name Address of Project Item to be Considered 

2016-45-CA Harris FLP 
10901, 10985 E. 
300 South, and 
3201 S. U.S. 421 

Continued at the request of the Petitioner, to the October 17, 
2016 Plan Commission Meeting 
6 in Favor 
0 Opposed 
Petition for Commitment Amendment to provide for modification of 
Commitments associated with Boone County Ordinance No. 2008-
13, and recorded instrument No. 2008-00010861 in the (GB) Rural 
Business Zoning District 



 

2016-49-
DPA Getgo 7011 Whitestown 

Parkway 

Approved 
6 in Favor 
0 Opposed 
Petition for Development Plan Amendment to provide for a 
modification specific to signage, associated Zionsville Plan 
Commission Docket # 2016-14-DP, to allow for a LED pricing sign 
(EVMS) in the (GB) Rural Business Zoning District 

2016-44-MP M. Squires 1567 N. 1000 East, 
Sheridan IN 

Approved 
6 in Favor 
0 Opposed 
Petition for Minor Plat approval in order to establish a 13.73 acre lot, 
Lot 1), and a 6.64 acre lot, (Lot 2), in the (AG), Rural Agricultural 
Zoning District 

2016-46-MP S. Crenshaw 4560 S. 975 East 

Approved 
6 in Favor 
0 Opposed 
Petition for Minor Plat approval in order to establish a 3.01 acre lot 
(Lot 1), a 3.39 acre lot (Lot 2), and a 3.85 acre lot (Lot 3) in the (R-
SF-2) Urban Residential Zoning District 

2016-47-PP 200 West 125, 165, 235 W. 
Sycamore Street 

Continued at the request of the Petitioner, to the October 17, 
2016 Plan Commission Meeting 
6 in Favor 
0 Opposed 
Petition for Primary Plat approval to establish (2) two lots in the (B2) 
and (B3) Urban Business Zoning Districts 

2016-48-DP 200 West 125, 165, 235 W. 
Sycamore Street 

Continued at the request of the Petitioner, to the October 17, 
2016 Plan Commission Meeting 
6 in Favor 
0 Opposed 
Petition for Development Plan Approval to provide for (2) two, 
commercial structures with office uses on the frontage of the site in 
the (B2) and (B3) Urban Business Zoning Districts 

 
VII: Other Matters to be Considered 

Docket Number Name Address of 
Project Item to be Considered 

2016-05-PP  
2016-06-DP DeRossi 

8810-8811 
Whitestown 
Road 

Status Update: Commitments 

2016-40-DP Hoosier Village 
North 

10201 
Zionsville 
Road 

Status Update: Commitments 

 

Address Assignment Based on the Town of Whitestown’s Action Old Address: 
6490 E. 650 South 

 
New Address 

6490 Royal Run 
Boulevard 

Respectfully Submitted:  
Wayne DeLong, AICP 
Director of Planning and Economic Development 
Town of Zionsville  
             September 20, 2016 















































































































































Zionsville Plan Commission 
September 19, 2016  
 
In attendance: David Franz, Larry Jones, Sharon Walker, Jay Parks, Franklin McClelland, Josh 

Fedor.  Not present:  Kevin Schiferl 
 
 Staff attending: Wayne DeLong, Carol Sparks Drake, attorney.   
 A quorum is present. 
 
Franz Call to order the September 19, 2016, Plan Commission meeting. We’ll start by 

saying the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
All Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
Franz Wayne, will you please take roll?  
 
DeLong Mr. Franz?  
 
Franz Present. 
 
DeLong  Mr. Schiferl?   
 
DeLong Mr. Jones?   
 
Jones Present.   
 
DeLong Ms. Walker? 
 
Walker Present. 
 
DeLong Mr. Parks? 
 
Parks Present. 
 
DeLong Mr. McClelland? 
 
McClelland Present. 
 
DeLong Mr. Fedor? 
 
Fedor Present. 
 
Franz We have a quorum.  In your packet you will see a set of minutes from the August 

15, 2016, meeting.  Are there any additions, changes, comments related to those?   
There being none, can I have a motion for approval?   

 
Parks So moved.   
 
Franz Is there a second?  
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Walker Second.  
 
Franz All in favor say aye.  
 
All Aye.  
 
Franz  Opposed?  Motion carries.  We also have the July minutes that were suppose to 

be here tonight.  If I recall correctly there was a malfunction with the taping 
machine, whatever you want to call it, and those have been put into a 
memorandum form which should be presented at the next meeting.  With that, we 
will go onto continuances from last month.  Docket #2016-37-PP and 2016-38-
DP plan primary plat for Cobble Creek and development plan for Cobble Creek.   

 
Ochs I don’t know if you want to handle requests for –  
 
Franz Yeah, I just saw that.  Sorry about that.  So we do have a couple of continuance 

requests on #2016-45-CA, for the Harris FLP.  They have asked for, Wayne, did 
they just ask for a continuance or present?  Oh okay, sorry about that.  I didn’t 
realize you were here.  

 
Price That’s fine.  Thank you Mr. President and Members of the Commission.  My 

name is Matt Price.  I’m representing Harris FLP.  We confirmed after seeing the 
paper come out last Wednesday, we confirmed today that the newspaper 
inadvertently dropped our legal notice, which was to be published on September 
7 and we coordinated with them to have that republished at the earliest 
opportunity, but would respectfully ask for our hearing to be continued until I 
believe it’s October 17, your next meeting.  

 
Franz Okay, is there any discussion or questions?  
 
Jones I have a quick question.  All we’re really looking at is the change in some of the 

zoning commitments.  This isn’t going to be any kind of approval of any kind of 
site plan or anything else, correct?  

 
Price Correct.  
 
Jones So the site plan that we’ve been given to date is just sort of a placeholder?  
 
Price Correct, it’s a concept plan, yes.   
 
Franz Any other questions, comments?  Can I have a motion?   
 
Parks I move that the Plan Commission accept the request for a continuance on 2016-

45-CA to our October 17 meeting.  
 
Franz Is there a second?  
 
Fedor Second.  
 
Franz All in favor signify by saying aye. 
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All  Aye.  
 
Franz Opposed by nay.  Motion carries.  And then we have a continuance requested for 

Item 2016-47-PP and 2016-48-DP, primary plat development plan for 200 West, 
representative. please.   

 
Ochs  For the record, Tim Ochs representing the petitioner.  After going through the 

TAC process, we had simply determined that there was not adequate time to 
revise the plans as would be necessary to respond appropriately to the comments 
plus we wanted to meet with the VRA before the public hearing to get their input 
on the new plans and we just couldn’t squeeze that all in, especially with the 
Labor Day weekend, so with that, we request a continuance to the October 
hearing.   

 
Franz Is there any questions or comments?  Seeing none, may I have a motion?  
 
Parks Yes, I move the Plan Commission accept the request for continuance for items 

#2016-47-PP and 2016-48-DP to our October 17 meeting.  
 
Franz Is there a second?  
 
Jones Do we mean 37 and 38 or?  
 
Franz No, it’s 47 and 48.  
 
Parks 47 and 48.  
 
Franz Is there a second?  
 
McClelland Second.  
 
Franz All in favor by aye.  
 
All Aye.  
 
Franz Opposed?  Motion carries.  Continuance is granted.  All right.  So now we can 

get to 2016-45-CA, Harris FLP, petition for commitment amendment.  
 
Parks  We’ve already done that.  
 
Franz Oh.  I’m a little bit, yeah okay.  Sorry about that.  Now let’s go to old business.  

I’ll get this right eventually.  All right 2016-37-PP and 2016-38-DP, Cobble 
Creek.  These are two items continued from the August 15, 2016, meeting.  
Representative, please?   

 
Ochs Good evening.  Again for the record Tim Ochs, attorney for the petitioner, Pulte 

Homes of Indiana.  This is a continued item which the continuance occurred after 
a full public hearing, so I will try to focus on responses to the questions that were 
raised by the Commission at the first hearing as well as the changes that resulted 
from further discussions with the various Town Departments; however, to the 
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extent there are questions on anything else, I am certainly willing to delve into 
those as well.   

 
 With respect to the changes, we made a whole litany of technical changes, 

submitted a drainage plan, and have another round of comments there.  Brandon 
from HWC Engineering, the engineering firm for this project, is here this 
evening.  If there are any questions there, but it is our opinion that those 
remaining issues are technical in nature and of a kind that they could be worked 
out as the process moves forward past the development plan and primary plat 
stage.  With respect to other changes, we went back and took a much more 
careful look at the boundary, particularly the legal description of the property, 
and what we realized as we had to redesign the entrance into the subdivision is 
that there is a few acres that were actually not right-of-way in the sense of right-
of-way that is an easement, but that the right-of-way had actually been dedicated 
to INDOT as part of a prior project, so the legal description has been tweaked 
slightly to remove that for purposes of accuracy.  Everything that is in the new 
booklets that were sent out to Commission Members is accurate and uses the 
correct legal description and the aerial that you see on Tab 4 of the booklet, that 
is accurate and the legal description that is at Tab 5, that is accurate as well.  The 
total acreage is actually 97.310.  The good news here is that this acreage is part of 
the larger parcel that was noticed, so from a notice perspective it doesn’t create 
any issues and we’re still well under the density allowed on the site. 32 homes 
would be permitted on the R-1 side and 109 would be permitted on the R-2 for 
maximum total of 141 lots, and we are asking for 105 lots.   

 
 One of the requests at the prior meeting was that we conduct a traffic study.  That 

traffic study is found at Tab 9 of the booklet.  The result of the traffic studies, 
which are summarized on Page 12 of the traffic study showed that a westbound 
left turn lane was warranted for turning into Cobble Creek.  It also recommended 
utilizing the existing eastbound right turn lane for the proposed development and 
finally a proposed driveway exiting onto Oak Street was modified, so that there 
was a right out and a left straight, two separate lanes coming out of the 
subdivision.  Up on the screen are the revised entry plans and if you look at Page 
C3.8 under the primary plat and development plan, which is Tab 11, you can see 
the entrance details  I think much more clearly than you can up on the screen.  As 
you’ll see, we did add that left turn lane for cars coming west on Oak that want to 
turn left into the subdivision.  That’s been added.  Because of that, it afforded us 
the opportunity to create an opposing left turn lane into the church, so on 
Sundays if this project is developed, that will be an added benefit to them as well.  
And then the distances in stacking the length of the tapers are all as 
recommended by A&F Engineering.   

 
 Another focus as a result of the first hearing was landscape and we met with 

some of the surrounding stakeholders on this project and I’m going to break the 
landscaping up into three parts.  The first was the entry landscaping or 
monumentation.  If you turn to Tab 10 in the booklet, especially the second page, 
shows the proposed entry monumentation.  This is included on the landscape 
plan that is part of the primary plat development plan package that is back on Tab 
11.  We think that the entrance monumentation is  very tasteful and consistent 
with what you would expect to see in the Town and that is shown on this slide in 
the dashed black box on the screen.   
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 The other two are perimeter landscaping for purposes of the surrounding property 

owners, so what we’ve done here is there are a number of lots where, nine of 
them in fact, where we have agreed to add landscaping in the rear of those homes 
and the landscaping we’ve agreed to is shown on the screen now.  These are Lots 
10, 11, and 12 that are located on the eastern boundary of the proposed 
development.  The requirement, which we have put in writing at Tab 8, which are 
proposed commitments for the project, does require that there be two shade trees 
and three evergreen trees planted between the homes and the lot lines for those 
three lots.  It does provide a minimum size, 1-1/2 caliper for the shade trees, and 
7 feet in height for the evergreen trees at planting and it gives a timeline for those 
plantings as well.  Then for Lots 67, 68, 69, and 70, this is down on the southern 
boundary, same requirement as well.  And then for Lots 81 and 82, because of 
the orientation of those lots, the requirement for those exist for the side yard 
instead of the rear yard to provide the screening to the perimeter of the project 
and those are all included within commitment #2, which is in the proposed 
commitments on Tab 8 of the booklet.   

 
 The other item is, I’ll call the larger if you will, landscaping plan for the 

Oldfields project to our south, we did have follow-up meetings with the 
developer and owner of Oldfields to see if we couldn’t reach an agreement with 
respect to that landscaping plan and with one item that I will explain in a 
moment, I think we got there.  If you again go towards the rear of the 
development plan primary plan in Tab 11 of your booklet and you look for sheet 
L1.2, that’s what’s up here.  You’ll probably be able to see it a little bit better in 
your booklet.  It’s our understanding and we believe the developers confirmed 
this that they are in agreement with this landscape plan.  What we’re doing is 
planting quite a few trees and the size and variety are noted on this landscape 
plan.  They will be planted on the property that’s owned by that developer, but 
they prefer that, and we are in agreement with that landscaping plan.  The one 
issue that we believe the developer still has relates to the end of the cul-de-sac, 
which is called Jasper Court.  That is the southwest most cul-de-sac and if you 
look on sheet L1.2 you’ll see there’s a break, if you will, right in between the 
landscaping located in the common areas.  So if I can show you on this map here, 
right here, and the reason that there is a break there is because Citizens is 
requiring us to loop the water main, and they want us to loop the water main that 
is actually being used by Oldfields, so there is a benefit to Oldfields.  The main is 
looped, so there is redundancy plus it helps out with pressure.  What Oldfields 
doesn’t like is the fact that it’s a due north/south easement that is relatively close 
to a north/south road in their subdivision.  So if you’re coming north on the road 
in Oldfields, you might be able to see up the easement area and because it’s a 
water easement we’re not allowed to plant trees in there.  So they wanted to 
know if there was any way that we could angle the easement to take care of that 
issue.  We approached Citizens and we said we’re willing to angle it at 45-
degrees to the east or 45-degrees to the west.  We don’t care.  We’re willing to do 
that.  Citizens said, “No, we don’t like that.”  Citizens says come up with a 
response of jogging the line to the east and then down.  What that does is it 
creates a larger offset between the north/south road and the easement.  And, 
again we are willing to do that.   
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 We believe Oldfields’ indication is we can live with that, but we don’t like it, so 

we said well we’ll do whatever we can in that area, but it’s ultimately up to 
Citizens, so what we’ve agreed to do with them is to have another meeting with 
Citizens where they’re along with us and we try our best to convince Citizens to 
let us angle that easement, but that’s the best we can do.   

 
 I believe all of the other issues have been resolved.  We had previously submitted 

a school impact analysis and there were several questions that raised some 
concerns about the number of school age children that the plan projected.  It 
projected roughly 0.33 I believe students per house that was used for the analysis 
and based on our average sales price of $525,000.00 that resulted in a very small 
benefit to the school system, not really worth mentioning other than the fact that 
it is not a detriment.  There was some questions about how do we justify the 
number of students being generated, so what we did was we went to four other 
projects across northern Indianapolis, you know, in Hamilton County and Boone 
County and we looked for projects that were similar empty nester projects, none 
of which, by the way, have age restrictions in them.  They’re just designed for 
empty nesters and where the price points were somewhat similar to what we’re 
proposing today with Cobble Creek and as you can see the number of children 
per home based on that analysis, I’ll read it for you, Ravinia, which is here in 
Zionsville, 50 homes have been sold.  There’s no children.  The Sanctuary here 
in Zionsville, 65 homes sold, nine children for a ratio of 0.14. Lakes at Stone 
Bridge, which is where Dave Compton actually lives.  He would be here, but his 
wife had surgery.  That’s 104 homes and there are 0 children.  And then The 
Haven, which is a project under construction in Fishers, where 27 homes have 
been sold, where only three school age children are located.  So 246 homes, 17 
children.  It’s actually less than the number that we used, which again, that 
number was provided by the school corporation.  So we think that school analysis 
that was originally submitted at the first hearing is more than sound in terms of 
the conclusions that it has reached.  

 
  Finally, just again a brief overview.  This is the home that is very, very similar to 

what would be constructed at this site.  This is part of the Heritage Collection and 
then again these are elevations of various homes that would be present on the 
site.  So with that we’d like to thank Staff and the Departments from the Town 
for their diligence and efforts to review this project, and we’d be happy to answer 
any questions that the Plan Commission might have.   

 
Franz Okay, thanks very much.  At this time, are there any questions or any comments 

from the public regarding this matter?  If there are, please approach the mic and 
state your name and address.   

 
Bohak My name is Rod Bohac.  I live down the road from the addition.  My question is 

about the storm sewer.  
 
Franz Can you state your address please?  
 
Bohac Oh, 9402 Oak Street.  
 
Franz Thanks. 
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Bohac My question is about the sanitary sewer.  In their brochure they said they were 

going to, it was going to sort of be changed to Oak Street and I didn’t know if the 
Town was going to condemn any of our septic systems. Well it depends on two, 
which way is it going to go.  Is it going towards Whitestown or whether their 
storm sewer comes toward Zionsville?   

 
Franz Wayne, can you answer?  
 
DeLong Certainly.  One, I’m not an Attorney and I’m not aware of the Town moving 

forward with any projects within Town historically when sewer lines are 
extended to require any attachments.  Certainly it’s an opportunity to attach in the 
future for somebody, but the use of Barrett Law is not something I’m familiar 
with the Town exercising.   

 
Bohac I was just wondering if, you know, because I know it’s an expense to hook into 

one of those and I wanted to know if anybody knew anything that’s happening.  
The only thing I’m worried about is the amount of traffic on the road.  There are 
a lot of, summers not so bad, but when kids go back to school there is a lot of 
traffic on that road, and I don’t know, I think you’re going to have to look into 
may be lowering the speed limit a little bit more because, were they going to 
have three kids per house for the whole subdivision?  How is that?  

 
Franz Well their estimates were 0.33 children per household is what the school –  
 
Bohac Yeah.  I’d be worried about them pulling out because it is a bad road.  950 we are 

right there, and you hear a lot of sirens.  So I don’t know.  I’d be worried if there 
was going to be that many kids per, you know if they drove it would be, might be 
hard on them.  Because it’s hard on us.  Sometimes, I have to wait may be two or 
three minutes to get out and if you’re in a hurry it’s a busy road so.  That’s all I 
have.  

 
Franz All right thank you.  Any other comments from the public? Please come forward 

and state your name and address.   
 
Brusseau  My name is Molly Brusseau, 668 Spring Hills Drive, Zionsville.  The first part, I 

have two.  
 
Franz Could you move the mic down?  
 
Brusseau I have two things that are of concern to me.  One has to do with Pulte and one has 

to do with a comment for you all.  So it’s not really a question.  I have a couple 
of questions for Pulte that I’m concerned about, and it is concerning the property 
that’s coming up on my property and what exactly, there are no trees on it.  Is 
this flood plain is what I need to know from Pulte. And, can I get that answer 
tonight from Pulte?  

 
Franz They’ll have an opportunity to respond.   
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Brusseau Okay great.  And for you I’m a widow and, of course, I get in and out of Spring 

Hills Drive on 334.  My concern is this, and it’s really your responsibility.  
They’re now building 50 new homes next to, on the street next to St. Alphonsus 
Catholic Church that have been approved and building has started.  So they’ll be 
50 new homes coming out onto 334 just up the road from this development with 
105 homes being built.  And, I think both are designated senior citizens.  They 
don’t say senior citizens, but since I’m one, I can say senior citizens are going to 
be in both places.  I submit to you two things.  One, we’re not as sharp as you 
guys and so speed on 334 coming from both places, and the second thing is 
where do you establish a demarcation point that starts people coming from 65 
over 334 to understand they have to slow down?  They’re entering a town.  
They’re entering the surrounding area of a town.  Where’s the demarcation point 
for that?  I don’t have an answer for it.  I’m giving it to you to think about.  But, I 
think it’s important.  I think it’s important.  Okay, so I need to ask Pulte.  

 
Franz He’ll respond.  He’ll respond when he comes back up.  
 
Brusseau Okay.  
 
Franz All right. Thank you very much.  
 
Brusseau Thank you.  
 
Franz Anybody else who would like to comment on this matter?  Being none, Mr. 

Ochs, would you like to respond?  
 
Ochs Sure.  Molly was kind enough to show me where we were at, and I’ll address 

that.  The first thing I wanted to address though is the first gentleman that asked 
questions about sanitary sewer.  We showed this at the first hearing and this is, as 
part of this project, the blue line that extends from the existing sanitary sewer, 
which is the red line on the right side of the aerial to the east will be extended.  It 
will be a forced main, and there will be a lift station constructed.  The lift station 
has been sized with the assistance of the Town to serve the area in yellow, so all 
of that area, because of this, ultimately will be, can be connected to sanitary 
sewer.  Whether that’s required or not would be up to the Town, and then there 
are limitations on how far away somebody must be before you can require them, 
but certainly that is up to the Town.  We think the traffic study does a good job of 
designing the entrance to the subdivision to avoid any impacts and to avoid any 
dangerous situations.  We now have dedicated turn lanes, dedicated accel-decel 
and turning lanes on the south side of the road as well.  And then, finally, with 
respect to that flood plain, and her question involved this area down to the very, 
very southeast corner of the property along the creek there and the simple answer 
is yes, there is extensive flood plain there, and that area will not be disturbed.  So 
with that again, we’d be happy to answer any questions that the Plan Commission 
might have.  

 
Franz Okay thank you.  Wayne, can you give us the Staff Report?  
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DeLong Thank you.  Certainly, as distributed to the Plan Commission there was a number 

of items that were coming in.  The petitioner’s comments were received and 
certainly distributed to the Plan Commission’s Attorney and the Staff as well as 
the Town Engineer.  The Town Engineer reviewed the product that was 
submitted, and we got its final set of comments to you today.  Certainly, this was 
a five-day turnaround time, which is not abnormal, but with the volume of items 
that the Town is experiencing right now and certainly the size of this project, 
certainly drove it to the last minute so to speak.  Certainly, the Town has had this 
information for several days related to the traffic study.  The other information, 
those number of comments have been received related to the drainage study, 
those numbers were provided and given to the Plan Commission with minimal 
time for you to digest and review and articulate your comments and thoughts.  
Subsequently, Staff is a bit concerned, if you will, that you have had enough time 
to review everything and are prepared this evening to come up with a 
recommendation.  Certainly, Staff is supportive of the project.  Staff, we 
routinely work through these types of situations, where there’s a number of items 
where we feel that need to be resolved.  They need to be worked through as the 
project gets the remainder of its entitlements, but again seeking thoughts from the 
Plan Commission as to your reaction to the filing.  

 
Franz Okay, thank you Wayne.  Is there any questions, comments from the Plan 

Commissioners?  
 
Parks I’ll tell you the one thing that bothered me from the last presentation that we had 

is when you look at that drawing of the floodplain up there, if there is anything 
like a rain like we had over the, really part of the weekend, you’ve got 80 lots or 
so there, and they are going to be blocked from getting out and I just, I’m 
uncomfortable until the Town has really had a chance to digest what they’ve 
been presented in just the recent few days, and we’ve had a chance to digest that 
to make any kind of decision at this point in time. I, for one, would vote to 
continue this to our next meeting because I want to make sure that we have that 
time to go through the drainage in detail in order to make certain that we don’t 
build a subdivision where we’ve got people that have to be pulled out by boat.   

 
Walker I tend to agree with you on that.  I’m still concerned about the streets in there 

where we’re still getting things back from the Highway Department that says the 
intersection of this street, and this street would be under water in a deluge like we 
have had.  Those kind of things I need more time to, I read and I compare this 
one with this one with this one with the other one that you’ve given us, and I 
appreciate the wonderful amount of information, but when you lay those down 
side by side, there are not as many changes as it sounds like there are.  There are 
still a lot of unresolved issues, or at least the way I see it, there are.  Trust Staff to 
know what they’re doing and everything, but I’m still not sure that there’s been 
enough change done.   

 
Franz Anybody else have any more questions/comments?  I mean I don’t think I, I 

mean me personally commenting, I don’t think I’ve seen this many drainage 
issues on one report since I’ve been doing this.  When I saw this I was, had a lot 
of questions and concerns and I’m not sure these things are, I’m comfortable just 
letting, I know Wayne does a good job and his group does a good job, but I’m 
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not so sure I’m comfortable letting them be, work through as we go through this 
process.  Would you like to comment?  

 
Ochs We’re very confident that we can resolve those drainage issues, but at the same 

time, we certainly do not want to ask the Plan Commission to vote on something 
that they’re not prepared to vote on, so we would not be opposed to a one-month 
continuance to get those issues resolved, in large degree because we think we 
can.  

 
Franz Okay, thank you.  Is there any additional questions/comments?  
 
Parks Then I would move that the Plan Commission continue these two items, 2016-

37-PP and 2016-38-DP, to our October 17 meeting.  
 
Franz Is there a second?  
 
Walker Second.  
 
Franz All in favor signify by aye. 
 
All Aye.  
 
Franz Those opposed by nay.  Motion carries 6-0.  Continuance granted.  The next item 

on the docket is #2016-49-DPA, GetGo, 7011 Whitestown Parkway, petition for 
development plan amendment to provide for a modification specific to signage.  
Representatives, please state your name and address.  

 
Lambie Thank you President Franz, Members of the Commission.  My name is Paul 

Lambie, land use consultant with AI Expeditors, address 1200 Madison Avenue, 
Suite LL40, Indianapolis 46225, here today representing GetGo Portfolio LP, 
operator of GetGo convenience stores and fuel stations.  We are just simply 
asking for modification to the plan that was approved by this Commission earlier 
this year to allow for the convenience store and gas station development on Old 
State Road 334 or Whitestown Parkway at the southeast corner of the intersection 
with County Road 700.  I’m just going to go through our packet with you briefly.  
I know you have other items on your Agenda, so I don’t want to take up more 
time than necessary, but I do want to make sure I go through our request, then a 
letter from GetGo just indicating their need for modern LED technology signage 
as opposed to the old manual type of signage.  I’m not going to spend a lot of 
time on that and then obviously we have the regular petition requirements for the 
application.  You have a copy of the sign elevation in your packet.  It’s very 
typical of what you’d see at gas stations throughout Central Indiana although it is 
obviously a much shorter sign than you’d see in some locations such as 
Indianapolis or you know locations closer to an interstate where you’d see much 
taller signs.  We’ve submitted findings.  Obviously, most of the findings I don’t 
think there’s a lot of issue with because those items were addressed with the 
development plan approval.  The only change we’re asking for is from the 
original sign approval, which was for a manual pricing sign to one that lights up 
in LED.   
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 I’ve included a copy of the Zionsville zoning map showing where our site is.  It’s 

zoned rural GB, similar to the Marathon station over closer to Interstate 65, 
which has a similar sign, albeit much taller.  I included a copy of the Zionsville 
Zoning Ordinance, the rural sign regulations, which show that an animated sign, 
which is what I believe Staff will stipulate that this qualifies as, is permitted in 
the zoning district.  You guys probably know more about this, but I’ve learned a 
lot in working on this.  I’m not going to go into great detail on it, but I included a 
copy of the project agreement between the landowner and the Town that 
indicated that, you know, along, going along with the de-annexation from 
Whitestown of this property and the annexation into Zionsville, that there was 
agreement that the zoning would stay as it was under Whitestown or at least 
match, you know, what their zoning would allow in perpetuity and a copy of the 
interlocal cooperation agreement that memorialized that.   

 
 There’s a map showing that this property was included and then there’s a copy of 

the sign regulations from Whitestown that would allow this same type of sign 
and then there’s a map from the Whitestown GIS just pointing out the other 
locations along the Whitestown Parkway corridor where the same type of pricing 
sign is in place for other convenience store fuel stations, the Meijer, the Circle-K, 
the Marathon and actually the BP TA Truck Stop on the other side of I-65.  And 
then, just including photos on the last page of those signs.  Ours would be very 
similar, albeit much shorter, than Circle-K, Shell sign or the Marathon sign, 
which I think, and I think the Town, well, meets with generally what the Town 
would like to see and the sign is just as, was approved as part of the development 
plan that this Commission approved earlier this year with the exception of the 
pricing changing to LED.  So, I think that summarizes the request, and I’d be 
happy to answer any questions you might have.  

 
Franz Okay.  I’ll see if there’s any questions from the public regarding this matter.  

Being none, Wayne, could I have the Staff Report?    
 
DeLong Thank you.  Mr. Lambie provides a strong summary of the history.  I’ll just offer 

some brief additional information.  When the project came in for your review and 
approval, the petitioner identified a number of items that it sought relief from 
related to prior commitments and other items.  I believe when the petitioner was 
weighing its prior petition request and the totality of all of the items, they chose 
to not integrate this particular sign in that proposal for your consideration.  Since 
that time the project has moved on, moved forward, and taking a step back 
they’re re-reviewing the provisions of our ordinance and realizing that this 
signage is permitted by zoning and certainly is supported by the original 
agreements related to the disannexation and annexation into the front, right into 
the Town, but for the prior action of this Plan Commission of not having the 
opportunity to review and comment on a sign that is, that utilizes electronic 
variable message systems regardless of the lightbulb.  I know the petition 
mentions LED.  That’s not really the issue.  The issue is the electronic usage and 
change versus static human intervention if you will.  With all those facts in mind, 
this sign is permitted.  It is permissible, but for the fact that the Plan Commission 
did not have the opportunity to review it, so the last project that you saw simply 
did not include this as a sign.  Therefore it wasn’t available for a sign permit.   
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Franz Okay, thank you.  Is there any questions/comments regarding this?   
 
Parks Just one.  I noted in your letter that you were only going to use red letters, but I 

think diesel is in green right?  All of the other sign pictures show that.   
 
Lambie Well, the actual light-up numerals would be in red, even for the diesel.  It’s got a 

green, little sign, to indicate diesel, but the actual price numbers would all be red.  
 
Parks They will be?  Okay.   
 
Franz  Any other questions/comments?   
 
Parks Sorry, Josh. 
 
Franz Let me ask you a question on this.  Right now they’re saying it’s all red, but 

should we give them leeway to change it to green?  Would we have to put that in 
the language to say red or green?   

 
DeLong As Staff we have the opportunity to review minor changes in the language to 

make that determination.  
 
Franz  Okay.  
 
Parks That’s a minor change.  
 
Franz  Okay.  I just wanted to confirm.  All right.  That being said, any other questions?  

May I have a motion then?  
 
Fedor I move that Docket 2016-14-DPA, development plan amendment approval 

requesting the modification of specific signage associated with Zionsville Plan 
Commission Docket 2016-14-DP  to allow LED pricing sign utilizing EVMS in 
the GB rural business zoning district at 7011 Whitestown Parkway be approved 
based on the Staff Report, staff recommendations, and submitted findings of fact.  

 
Franz Is there a second?  
 
Parks Second.  
 
Franz All in favor signify by aye.  
 
All Aye.  
 
Franz Opposed by nay.  Motion carries.   
 
Lambie Thank you very much.  I appreciate your time and consideration.  
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Franz Thank you.  The next item is 2016-44-MP, M. Squires, 1567 North 1000 East, 

Sheridan, Indiana, petition for minor plat approval in order to establish 13.73 
acre lot, Lot 1, 6.64 acre Lot 2 in the AG Rural Agricultural Zoning District.  Is a 
representative present?   

 
Andreoli Thank you, Mr. President.  For the record my name is Mike Andreoli, offices at 

1393 West Oak Street here in Zionsville.  I represent Dr. Madeline Squires who 
has owned a substantial piece of real estate out in the rural area of Boone County 
up north along County Road 1000 East for those of you that kind of want to get 
your bearings, that old lake that was up there, the Best Farm, and it was the 
Wallace Farm.  I know Mr. Parks is aware of where this is.  This essentially is 
across the street.  She has owned the house that exists on the property in this 
particular area for many, many, many years.  That house was probably built in 
the late 80’s, early 90’s and she has lived there during that period of time.  She is 
now wanting to downsize.  That’s quite a substantial structure.  She’s a single 
lady at this particular point in time and wants to downsize, so she wants to stay in 
the area, loves the property, and she owns significant acreage around it, so we’re 
seeking to go ahead and just doing a minor plat where we have, break this up into 
two lots.  Her lot will be 13+ acres.  The existing house will be 6+ acres.  It has 
functioning well and septic.  That has been inspected previously.  She intends to 
put that property up for sale and then move into the, a house that she will build of 
much smaller dimensions on Lot #1 if this is approved.   

 
 We have a roadway that has been there, a private gravel drive that’s been there 

since she built her original home.  We would access off County Road 1000 East 
from that particular driveway.  It has been memorialized in ingress and egress 
and a utility easement area.  We went through TAC with this particular project 
and there were some minor changes that were requested to be placed on the plat 
itself and we believe that we have accomplished that. Staff will elaborate on that 
further.  There aren’t any real topographical features about this ground that 
present any problems.  There’s not any issues connected with soil conditions out 
there given the size of these particular lots. One we know is fine and the other 
one has 13 acres and Weihe Engineering has done the platting for this and will be 
doing the engineering for the septic system.  We’re not quite exactly sure how 
large that will be right now because her house plans have not been finalized yet, 
but given the dimensions of that we don’t anticipate there’s going to be any 
problem with finding a suitable septic field for that.  Topographically there is a 
pond in that area that will be shared by both Lots 1 and 2.  We have prepared 
some very modest declaration of covenants and conditions for this particular 
parcel that deal with road maintenance, pond use, and those types of things.  We 
really have not isolated anything in the declaration with regard to construction 
materials and those types of things because the one house is nicely built.  That’s 
the one she lived in that will be sold and so she will be living in the remaining 
house, so she didn’t feel the need to try to memorialize anything with regard to 
that and the declaration of covenants.  We will need, since this is in the rural 
agricultural area, we will need a special exception to locate even one single 
family house in that area and that will be pending at next months meeting, so any 
approvals that would be given tonight should be subject to obviously making sure 
we get approvals from the Board of Zoning Appeals on the special exception.  
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 We’re going to be requesting, because of the private nature of the road, variance 

for the lot ratio, as well as the road frontage with regard to that.  I believe we’ve 
dedicated what they have requested us to dedicate with regard to any areas of 
right-of-way, and Staff can elaborate on that further in terms of what shows up 
on the plat.  But I’d be happy to answer any questions.  It’s fairly straightforward.  
Two parcels, that one is already developed with the house.  The other one with 
sufficient acreage, so there’s not going to be any problem putting a modest home 
on that acreage.  Thank you.  

 
Franz Okay, thank you.  Is there any comments from the public on this matter?  Being 

none, Wayne can I have the report?    
 
DeLong Certainly.  Staff is supportive of the petition as filed.  I certainly appreciate Mr. 

Andreoli’s indication in sharing with you this evening that a special exception 
and other variance relief will be sought at a future BZA meeting.  Other than that, 
again Staff is supportive of the petition as filed.  Certainly, appreciate the 
suggested covenants related to the driveway sharing, maintenance agreement, 
and any other language that’s used.  Always work well now and in the future.  
Again, Staff is recommending approval and I’d be happy to answer any 
questions.  

 
Franz Okay, thank you.  Is there any questions/comments from the Plan 

Commissioners?   
 
McClelland So Wayne, just one question.  No ability to subdivide further, right, given the 

zoning here?  
 
DeLong In order to facilitate additional divisions would require additional variance relief.   
 
McClelland Okay, thank you.  
 
Franz Anything else from anybody in the Commission?  Being none, is there a motion?   
 
McClelland I move that Docket #2016-44- MP, minor plat approval establishing a two lot plat 

at 1567 North 1000 East, Sheridan, Indiana 46069 be approved based on the 
findings in the Staff Report as presented, subject to petitioner obtaining the 
required variance relief and special exception approval prior to the recordation of 
the secondary plat associated with the contemplated subdivision.   

 
Franz Is there a second?  
 
Parks Second.  
 
Franz All in favor signify by aye.  
 
All Aye.  
 
Franz Those opposed by nay.  Motion carries.   
 
Andreoli Thank you. Have a good evening.  
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Franz  Thank you.  The next item on the docket #2016-46-MP, S. Crenshaw, 4560 

South 975 East, petition for minor plat approval in order to establish a 3.01 acre 
lot, Lot 1 and a 3.39 acre Lot 2, and a 3.85 acre Lot 3 in the RSF-2 rural 
residential zoning district.  Representative, please.  

 
Burrus Good evening.  My name is Roger Burrus, and I’m an attorney with offices at 

410 West Oak Street in Zionsville, and I represent Susan Crenshaw who as 
trustee is the owner of this property at 4560 South 975 East in Zionsville.  Susan 
is here along with a surveyor, Brady Kuhn, who is with Weihe Engineers and my 
partner, Beth Sease, is also here.  I’m passing out the latest version of the plat.  
We found out that there was a 50-foot access easement for the neighbor, so 
we’ve added that to the plat, and there were a couple of other minor changes that 
we’ve been working with Staff on in order to make sure that we’ve included 
everything that needs to be there and, so I just passed that out to make sure you 
have that.  Plus, it’s a little bigger than the one that I had provided before.  But 
this is property that the Crenshaws bought in 1997.   

 
 A couple of interesting things about the area is that it has a very long driveway, 

which is in that 50 foot access easement and that when the Crenshaws bought the 
property, there’s another home to the west of theirs, which also uses that 
driveway, so we’ve made sure that the covenants that we’ve prepared for this 
minor plat include provisions on maintaining that access and that that will not be 
a problem for Dr. Bruner and Dr. Overhage, who own the house to the west and 
we’ve also been talking to them about, you know, other aspects of this in order to 
make sure that their rights are protected.  And so they’ve indicated they’re 
satisfied to date with what we’ve done.  We’re still working on one thing, but we 
expect that to be resolved soon as well.  But there’s also another similar situation 
just to the north of us where there was a big lot, our lot is, my client’s lot is 10.39 
acres and we’re proposing to subdivide that into three lots as you see on the 
drawing and those would be ranging from just under 3 acres to 3.85 acres and Lot 
#2 would include the existing home that the Crenshaws have lived in since 1997.  
But, basically the Crenshaws are relocating due to a job change for Mr. 
Crenshaw and in marketing their home and discussing that with realtors and 
potential buyers, you know, not everybody wants a 10.39 acre lot, so by 
subdividing it that would give the Crenshaws and potential buyers options, and it 
doesn’t absolutely mean that there would be two additional homes, but there 
could be two additional homes.  I mean somebody might buy two lots.  The 
Overhages could buy Lot 3 and combine that with theirs, so we’re not going to 
decide that tonight, but we think it makes sense to subdivide this property and 
because that would provide additional options. But, back to the property to the 
north, that was owned by a lady by the name of Scarlet Kramer and she did a 
similar thing.  She had one home on 12.5 acres.  She did a minor plat to 
subdivide into 6.7 and 5.8.  There’s now a new home on the second lot there.  I 
helped her with the covenants as well.  I think also this was where the railroad 
use to go through, so that’s why you’ve got these long strips of ground you know 
going to different homes.  So we have prepared the minor plat and we appeared 
before the BZA recently and they approved the variances that were required by 
this, that being the minimum road frontage and also to allow us to maintain that.   
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 There’s an accessory structure, which would end up being on Lot 1.  It’s kind of 

a small barn or garage depending on what you’d want to call it, but that was 
approved based on or with the contingency that it might have to be removed. I 
mean the owner of Lot 1 could remove it or they could try to keep it, but that’s 
up to them to decide.  There were a few items in the Staff Report that we’ve 
addressed, and I’d just like to briefly mention those.  There’s a question about 
whether or not we would need permission by the Spring Knoll Homeowners’ 
Association to extend our sewer laterals through their common area.  That area 
isn’t a utility easement, so we don’t think that’s a problem, but we have asked 
them for their approval just to make sure that they don’t have a problem with it, 
and they’ve told us that they couldn’t get back to us by now, but that they will get 
back to us soon, and we don’t see any reason why they would object to it.  The 
developer of Spring Knoll attached the Crenshaws sewer lateral to this utility 
line, so obviously he thought it was a reasonable thing to do.  And then there’s an 
existing fence along County Road 975 East that would end up being in this new 
right-of-way that we’re dedicating to the Town and Town Staff have indicated 
that a consent to encroachment agreement would handle that.  I’ve prepared that 
agreement.  It’s been signed by my client and it’s just ready to submit to the 
Town. Then Town Staff wanted to make sure that we were protecting the other 
owner’s rights to the driveway, which we’re doing in our covenants, and I’ve 
submitted a draft of the covenants to Staff. I’d be happy to discuss those or 
anything else that you or any members of the public would like to comment on. 
Thank you very much.   

 
Franz All right, thank you.  Is there any comments from the public on this matter?  

Being none, Wayne can I have the Staff Report?  
 
DeLong Certainly.  Staff is supportive of the petition as filed.  Certainly this, as indicated 

by Mr. Burrus, the petition appeared in front of the Board of Zoning Appeals and 
sought relief related to particular items to support the division.  Further, the 
concerns regarding the driveway, the shared access, and the utilities are all items 
that are looking to be addressed by the petitioner on behalf of the applicant and 
other than those items that are certainly being addressed, and the Staff 
appreciates that, Staff is supportive of the petition as filed, and I’d be happy to 
answer any questions.  

 
Franz Okay thank you.  Is there any questions/comments from the Plan 

Commissioners?  Being none, is there a motion?  
 
Walker I move that Docket #2016-46-MP, minor plat approval, establishing three lots at 

4560 South 975 East in the R-SF-2, urban residential zoning district, be approved 
based on the findings in the Staff Report as presented.   

 
Franz  Is there a second?  
 
Jones Second.   
 
Franz  All in favor signify by aye.  
 
All Aye.  
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Franz Those opposed by nay.  Motion carries.   
 
Burris Thank you.  
 
Franz Thank you.  Onto other matters to be considered.  Docket #2016-05-PP and 

2016-06-DP, DeRossi, looking for an update on the commitments on that one.   
 
Drake  We believe those are being finalized and should be received prior to your next 

meeting.  
 
Franz Okay.  
 
Drake The language has been worked out.  Janice has been coordinating that with 

counsel.  
 
Franz Okay, thank you.  And update on commitments on 2016-40-DP, Hoosier Village.  
 
Drake We were advised by Mr. Ochs that those have been recorded.  A recorded copy 

has not yet returned from the Boone County Recorder’s office and when he 
receives that, he’s assured us a copy of the recorded commitments will be 
provided to the Planning Department.  

 
Franz Okay, thank you.  And then the final item of business tonight is the address 

assignment based upon the Town of Whitestown’s action.  The old address is 
6490 East 650 South.  The new address is 6490 Royal Run Boulevard.  Wayne?  

 
DeLong This is unique for the Plan Commission to just see this on your Agenda.  A 

municipality’s chief elective official has responsibility of naming roads, and in 
this particular case this road is within the Town of Whitestown, and they have 
elected to change the road name as indicated from East 650 South to Royal Run 
Boulevard.  The Plan Commission is charged with assigning the address.  In this 
case there is no change that is proposed to the numerical assignment of the home.  
The old address 6490 East 650 South will now become 6490 Royal Run 
Boulevard.  The purpose of just putting this on your Agenda this evening is to 
memorialize this change and certainly we will move forward with alerting the 
property owner as to the new address assignment.   

 
Franz So that does not take any motion or action on our part?  It’s just notification or do 

you need to make a motion?  
 
DeLong I would not look for the Plan Commission to make a motion. Again, this is just 

for the record only.  
 
Franz Okay.  All right.  That looks like it’s it for tonight. 
 
Parks I move for adjournment.  
 
Franz And a second?  
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Walker Second.  
 
Franz We’re adjourned.   
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