ZIONSVILLE PLAN COMMISSION MEETING RESULTS
Monday, March 20, 2017
The Regular meeting of the Zionsville Plan Commission was scheduled for Monday March 20, 2017, 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 the January 17, 2017, Plan Commission Meeting Minutes-Continued to the April 17, 2017 meeting
IV. Continued Business
Docket
Name
Address of Project
Items to be Considered
Number

2016-47-PP

2016-48-DP

200 West

200 West

V. New Business
Docket
Name
Number

2017-02-DP

2017-03-DP

Boone
Village

S. Diaz

165, 235 W.
Sycamore Street

Withdrawn at the Request of the Petitioner
Petition for Primary Plat approval in the (B3) Urban Business Zoning
District

165, 235 W.
Sycamore Street

Withdrawn at the Request of the Petitioner
Petition for Development Plan approval to provide for an
approximately 28, 400 S.F. commercial structure which will include
both office and commercial uses the (B3) Urban Business Zoning
District

Address of Project

Items to be Considered

51 N. Ford Road
(Est)

Approved with Conditions
5 in Favor
0 Opposed
Petition for Development Plan approval to provide for an
approximately 7,976 S.F. commercial structure in the
(B-2) Urban General Business District

7637 E. Stonegate
Drive

Approved
6 in Favor
0 Opposed
Petition for Development Plan approval to provide for an
approximately 4000 S.F. mixed use commercial structure in the
(UB) Rural General Urban Zoning District

2017-04-DP

Automotive
Dealership

6408 Crane Drive

VII: Other Matters to be Considered
Docket
Name
Address of Project
Number

8666 E. 400
South
Amberly

2016-55-DPA

McDonalds 50 Brendon Way

Continued to the April 17, 2017 at the request of the Petitioner
6 in Favor
0 Opposed
Petition for Development Plan approval to provide for an
approximately 45,200 S. F. Commercial Automotive Dealership
Structure in the (GB) Rural General Business Zoning District

Items to be Considered
Favorable recommendation of the waiver request (forwarded to
the April 10, 2017 meeting of the Town Council)
6 in Favor
0 Opposed
Request to waive the requirement not to be heard for one year
following an adverse decision
Current policy of providing one address per parcel affirmed
Addresses: Accessory Structures and a separate address from a
Primary Structure
Update Acknowledged and Approved by the Plan Commission
Status Update

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

March 21, 2017

Zionsville Plan Commission
March 20, 2017
In attendance: David Franz, Josh Fedor, Franklin McClelland, Sharon Walker, Larry Jones, and
Mary Grabianowski.
Staff attending: Wayne DeLong, Carol Sparks Drake, attorney.
A quorum is present.
Franz

Call to order the March 20, 2017 Zionsville Plan Commission meeting. Let’s
start by saying the Pledge of Allegiance.

All

Pledge of Allegiance.

Franz

Will the Secretary please take attendance?

DeLong

Mr. Franz?

Franz

Present.

DeLong

Ms. Grabianowski?

Grabianowski Present.
DeLong

Mr. Jones?

Jones

Present.

DeLong

Ms. Walker?

Walker

Present.

DeLong

Mr. Rinebold?

Franz

He has an excused absence.

DeLong

Mr. McClelland?

McClelland

Present.

DeLong

Mr. Fedor?

Fedor

Present.

Franz

McClelland

In your packets, you have a set of minutes from the January 17, 2017 Plan
Commission meeting. I do have one question on those. I did not get a page 14. Is
that? Did you get that?
Mine was single-sided.

Grabianowski Mine was, too.
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Franz

Was there anything on page 14?

Grabianowski Or page 2, 4, 6—
Walker

I only have 13 pages.

Franz

Maybe we should wait until next month to approve these. All right, so we will
put that off for right now, and we’ll get a complete set out next month, and we’ll
approve them at that time. There was continued business from last month,
Dockets # 2016-47-PP and # 2016-48-DP, 200 West. Both of those have been
withdrawn by the petitioner so we will move on to new business. On to Docket #
2017-02-DP, Boone Village, address of project is 51 North Ford Road, petition
for development plan approval to provide for an approximately 7,976 square foot
commercial structure in the B-2 Urban General Business District. Is the petitioner
present?

Ochs

I am.

DeLong

Ah, I’m not sure who stole our podium. It’s a bit awkward.

Ochs

Good evening. My name is—

Drake

My concern is whether you’re talking loudly enough for the record.

DeLong

I’ll go look for it.

Franz

Could we move Joshua to here and then use that mic?

Ochs

That’s fine with me.

Drake

Will it reach?

Franz

There it is. There we go. Okay.

Ochs

Is that working?

Franz

Yes. Great.

Ochs

All right. Well. We’ll start over. Good evening. For the record, Tim Ochs. I’m an
attorney at Ice Miller here this evening on behalf of Ford Road Outlot LLC, an
affiliate of RSE Realty. With me this evening is Stan Evans, a principal, David
Rausch, the architect on the project, and Mark Thorpe with Weigh Engineering
who is the civil engineer on the project. This is a development plan for a building
that’s about 24 square feet under 8000 square feet in size. It’s in a B-2 district.
This is in the main part of the parking lot of the next door commercial center,
Boone Village. It is one of those nice, you know, not a coincidence, but situations
where this is a commercial/retail building that will be adjacent to commercial and
retail buildings on all sides with perhaps the possible exception of the fire station
across the street on Ford Road.
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If you turn to Tab #2 in the booklet, that should have been in your package, you
will see an aerial map of the site. The site here is outlined in yellow for this
proposed building. If you then turn to Tab #4, you’ll see the civil drawings. Start
with the very first drawing in that package, this is the overall site plan. That
includes the center as a whole. It’s worth noting that there will be no new curb
cuts for this project from either Oak or Ford Road. The existing curb cuts into the
center will be used, so there are no issues in that regard.
There are two options and, if you can turn the page, you’ll see the first option.
There are two options that are being proposed. If I could, I would love to—I’m
sure the owners would, too—to be able to say this is completely leased up and
here are our tenants. We’re not at that point so I can’t tell you exactly who is
going to be in here. Discussions are underway, but it would be premature to say
anything because those discussions have not concluded. This building could have
as many as five tenants. It could have one tenant. There are two options that
we’re proposing, and requesting approval for. One is a site plan without a drivethrough which is the second page under Tab #4, and the second option which is
the next page is a site plan with a drive-through. The buildings are substantially
the same. If the site plan with the drive-through, if the drive-through were
actually used, the drive lane on the north side of the building would become a
one-way west-only lane. If there is no drive-through, it would be two-way. The
drive lane to the east of the building on the backside of the building if you will,
will be a one-way north lane. Hence, the angled parking along the rear of the
building. If you turn to the next page in that packet under Tab #4, you’ll see the
landscape plan. Currently, there are two existing evergreen trees. I believe they
are spruce trees when I went by. This proposed plan would plant additional—
there would be dedication of right-of-way, but there would be, the green strip that
exists there now would remain. Those parking spaces shown on the site plan that
are furthest to the west that kind of nose in towards Ford Road, those basically
will remain unchanged. The two green dots are the spruce trees that exist. There
would be additional ornamental understudy trees along the road, and then shrubs,
and pine trees in the back. The pine trees would be used to screen the equipment,
and more importantly, the trash enclosure area.
If you turn to the next page, that’s the lighting plan. There’s an existing light on
the backside of the building in the parking lot now. That would be moved just a
couple of feet into the rear median along the eastern boundary of the site. The
existing fixture which is now located—you can see it with the square right in the
front of the building—would be removed. The light for that would be replaced
with lighting on the building, and then there’s an existing light right at the corner
of the drive lane coming in from Ford Road, and the turn lane into the front of the
drive that goes in front of the building. There’s also an existing light that is
directly north of the building just to the east of the island that’s outlined. The
light fixtures would match those fixtures which currently exist in the parking lot.
Utilities are all in place with the exception of electricity which we think will
come from a new transformer that’s just to the south of the site, just north of the
existing gasoline station. All of the other utilities will be coming from Ford
Road. They all exist.
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Parking. The site by itself meets the required parking standards, and the parking
requirements for the overall center, Boone Village, will be continued to be met as
well.
The next page, not the signage, but reflects a new monument sign for the Boone
Village shopping center as a whole. That will be actually located on the
northwest, almost the northwest corner of this site, along Ford Road. Currently,
Boone Village does not have a monument sign along Ford Road. So, this is a
permitted sign, and again would not require a variance.
If you turn to Tab #6, again you will see a colored aerial, but then the sheets that
follow are the architectural renderings. This building is a single-story. It will be a
maximum of 22 feet tall. The architecture—and Dave Rausch is here to answer
any questions that you have—are shown, all of the elevations, north, south, east,
west are shown on the ensuing pages. A few different brick colors are used with
relief given by, particularly in the front, the windows, and the store fronts, and
the different materials used. All rooftop equipment will be shielded behind a
parapet wall along the front and rear of the building.
We are in agreement with the Staff Report, and we certainly thank the Staff for
their time and effort associated with this project. I think we’ve heard from all of
the departments. We have not received any comments that give us any cause for
concern. We have gone through in detail, Mark DeBruler’s comments, the
engineering comments and again, don’t see anything in there that we can’t
comply with. With that, we would be happy to answer any questions, and we
certainly appreciate your time.
Franz

Okay. Thank you very much. Um, regarding this matter, is there any comment
from the public? Being no comments, Wayne, may we have the Staff Report
please?

DeLong

Thank you. Staff is supportive of the petition as filed. Certainly, that’s as a result
of a TAC meeting, and subsequent comments that have come in from various
agencies related to sewer locations, and other information. Certainly, there’s been
a good dialogue that has occurred between the petitioner related to the
application and the overall project. Certainly, what’s been covered by Mr. Ochs,
certainly Staff has no particular detail to add to that. The zoning is B-2 which
supports a variety of retail, commercial, and service-type uses in this district.
With that, I’d be happy to answer any questions.

Franz

All right. Thank you very much. With that, I will open it up to the Plan
Commission members. Anybody have any questions or comments?

McClelland

So, just a couple questions here. I think this is a great use of the space especially
since the parking lot there generally isn’t that full, I think it should work. My
only concern or question, really, is on the drive-through. What’s the thinking
there? What’s the plans there if you choose the drive-through option? Are you
thinking fast-food retail? I mean, what, where’s your head at?

Ochs

Since it’s not leased up, the notion is, you know, we want to increase the pool of
potential tenants, and some folks, whether it’s fast food, whether it’s a bank,
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whether it’s a coffee shop, pharmacy, whatever the case might be, a lot of uses do
prefer to have a drive-through. Does that mean we’ll have one? No. But, the
notion was we wanted to have that ability, so the site seemed to lend itself to that
design.
McClelland

So, again, you know, a hypothetical. Put a Chick-Fil-A in there—I mean, that
parking lot, that space becomes an absolute nightmare four hours a day, um, as
opposed to, you know, something more like a pharmacy or something where the
drive-through is a little bit less frequently used. Is there a willingness on your
part and your client’s part to, I’ll just say limit to some degree what that drivethrough could be used for? I mean, I’m not trying to be too restrictive here. I just,
that parking lot plus a Chick-Fil-A is not something that I’m looking forward to.

Evans

Yeah, my name is Stan Evans with RSE Realty, offices in Indianapolis at 22 East
Washington Street. I think to some degree this will be self-limiting. I mean,
Chick-Fil-A, first of all, would not go into a building that is being proposed like
this. They are a free-standing operation. True fast foods are going to be the same.
I mean, we’re not going to be a Burger King or a Taco Bell coming here. It might
be, it could be a Qdoba type thing although they don’t typically have drivethroughs even. So, I think that the design of the building will be somewhat selflimiting as to what would go there. A sandwich shop might. You know, Jersey
Mike’s or somebody like that, or a Subway although Subway is already in the
shopping center.

McClelland

I mean, is there, and I’ll look to Staff or Carol, I mean, is there a way to
effectively limit, or put something in the language that gives maximum flexibility
without—because I appreciate what you’re saying on the Chick-Fil-A example,
but.

Evans

I mean, I’d be open to saying no Chick-Fil-A or McDonald’s. There’s probably a
list of ones that I think are not going to be possibilities for this type of building
anyway.

McClelland

Right. I mean it’s about the preponderance of sales or something about that says,
look, it’s meant to be an ancillary drive-through, not the primary—

Evans

Well, I think the question then becomes how does that ultimately get measured?
We put somebody in there who says, generally, we don’t have more than 30% of
our sales through the drive-through, and it turns into something different, I don’t
know how we would best limit that but—

McClelland

I mean, Wayne, have we ever done—

DeLong

The Town has. Your vehicle-dependent uses language that’s in recent updates to
the zoning ordinance related to regional commercial nodes uses language that
focuses on a drive-through vehicle-dependent use when their window serves or
provides, it deals with that word ‘preponderance’ like you mentioned. Basically,
if the ticket sales on the gross for the whole year, more money is coming through
the window than at the counter, that’s where you drew the line.
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McClelland

Okay, so that is language that the Town has used before to that effect? I mean,
from my perspective, if you’re willing to consider something like that, which, I
think, is the intent anyway regarding fast food.

Evans

Yeah, I’m open to that kind of a discussion. If we were just saying an operation
that is prepare-to-order versus something that’s not. I mean—

Ochs

Yeah, I’ve done it that way before where the, food is okay as long as it’s made to
order as opposed to prepared, like a McDonald’s or a Chick-Fil-A, where the
reason their volume is so high is they’ve got certain food that’s already prepared
that they can just grab, and here you go. Whereas somebody like even a Subway,
it’s made only after the order has been placed, and that has in the past worked
really well in a lot of similar situations.

McClelland

Okay, thank you.

Franz

Are there any other questions?

Jones

Dave, I need to make sure I’m going to recuse myself from voting or
participating in this. There’s a potential client, I think, for the building that I have
both personally worked for, and I have other family members that have done the
same, so I sorta need to stay on the sidelines on this.

Franz

Okay, so noted. Thanks. Anybody else have any questions, comments?

Walker

Explain to me the traffic flow again. I was concerned about the drive-through,
too, but you’ve answered those questions.

Ochs

Sure. It might be best to go to Tab #4, and let’s look at the second, and third page
of Tab #4. One is going to be the site plan without the drive-through. One is the
site plan with the drive-through. Let’s start with the one with the drive-through.
On this site, you’ve got on the north, and on the west side of the building, 24-foot
drive lanes, which is pretty standard for two-way traffic. So, with no drivethrough, you’d have two-way traffic both north, and south on the west side of the
building, and you’d have two-way traffic east, and west on the north side of the
building. Then, you’ve go the main drive lane that will not serve just this site but
other projects to the south. Of course, that’s two-way. And, then the drive lane on
the east side would be one-way north, and pursuant to comments that we received
from your engineer, we would be posting a sign to let everybody know that.

Walker

Well, I read that in your things but I thought, all right, make sure I understand
that.

Ochs

Now, if you go to the next page with the drive-through, everything remains the
same with the exception of the drive lane on the north side of the building. That
would become one-way west, and we would have to post a separate sign for that
as well, if that were the case.

Walker

Thank you.

Ochs

You’re welcome.
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Franz

Any additional questions? Okay, before I make a motion, there will be five
people who will be deciding this motion, so you will still need to carry four votes
for it to pass. Anything less than that, I guess, we will continue over to the next
meeting where we would have six people potentially. So, with that, is there a
motion?

McClelland

So, I would move that Docket # 2017-02-DP development plan approval to
provide for an approximately 7976 square feet commercial structure in the B-2
Urban General Business District be approved based on the findings in the Staff
Report, Staff recommendation, and submitted findings of fact as presented, but
subject to Staff and the developer using good faith, best efforts to develop
appropriate language regarding the use of the proposed drive-through window.

Fedor

Second.

Franz

All in favor signifying by aye.

All

Aye.

Franz

Opposed by nay? Motion carries.

Ochs

Thank you very much.

Franz

Next item on the docket is 2017-03-DP S. Diaz 7637 East Stonegate Drive,
petition for development plan approval to provide for an approximately 4,000
square foot mixed use commercial structure in the UB Rural General Urban
Zoning District. Is the petitioner present?

Fettig

Good evening. I’m Karl Fettig with US Architects. I have with me, Sophia Diaz,
petitioner and owner, and Joe Viewegh, also representative as a general
contractor. And, to describe our project briefly, it’s approximately 4000 square
foot mixed use building with salon on the first floor, and single-family residence
above, approximately 2000 square foot footprint. It’s in the UB Rural Urban
Zoning District, address of 7637 East Stonegate Drive in the Stonegate
Community. We’ve received comments, and submitted revisions in response to
those comments, received on March 3. Hopefully, you’ve all got that packet. The
first 11x17 page are the colored elevations showing majority brick used on the
structure with cement siding, like a HardiePlank type siding on the rear, and
you’ll also see our submitted site plan showing parking, and building setbacks as
well as landscape plan, and of course, our irrigation, er sorry, erosion control
plan. And, all those should be in compliance with local ordinances. We’ve got
our site lighting also in compliance as well as construction documents on the
building. I guess if there are any questions for myself or the owner, I’d like to go
ahead, and open that up.

Franz

All right. Is there any public comment on this docket number? Being none,
Wayne, could we have the Staff Report?

DeLong

Thank you. Staff is supportive of the petition as filed. And much like the last
petitioner that was in front of you, the petitioner has worked with Staff to work
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through a couple questions that we had, and certainly the comments that have
been provided by the Town Engineer. This project is within the rural area.
Therefore, the project involves review by the County Highway Department as
well as other County agencies. Again, Staff is supportive of the petition as filed.
Zoning does support residential occupancy and, combined with commercial uses,
this same occupancy is found throughout Stonegate. The Plan Commission, the
last petition you heard related to this type of mixed use was Hecker Fitness back
in December 2012. With all those thoughts in mind, Staff is supportive of the
petition as filed, and is recommending approval. I would be happy to answer any
questions.
Franz

Thank you. With that, are there any questions from anybody on the Plan
Commission, comments?

Jones

Will the first floor tenant be a single use or multiple tenant?

Fettig

Uh, Sophia?

Franz

Could you, please. You have to come up and state your name and answer into the
mic, please, name and address.

Diaz

Sophia Diaz, address of my business or residence? 665 Laurel Avenue,
Zionsville. Are you referring to the salon, the bottom or the?

Jones

Yes, correct, the first floor, the commercial use.

Diaz

First floor, it’s, I’m going to have about eight to 10 employees roughly total.

Jones

So, it would be a single tenant occupancy?

Diaz

Yes.

Jones

Just you, your business?

Franz

Just one business?

Diaz

Yes.

Jones

One business, multiple employees?

Diaz

Yes.

Franz

Anything else? With that, is there a motion?

Walker

I will. I move that Docket # 2017-03-DP Development Plan approval to provide
for approximately a 4000 square foot mixed use commercial structure in the UB
Rural General Urban Zoning at the address of 7637 East Stonegate Drive be
approved based on the findings in the Staff Report, Staff recommendation, and
submitted findings of fact as presented.

Franz

Is there a second?
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Grabianowski Second.
Franz

All in favor signify by aye.

All

Aye.

Franz

Opposed by nay? Motion carries. You have your—petition is granted.

Fettig

Thank you.

Franz

Thank you. Next item on the Docket is # 2017-04-DP, Automotive Dealership,
6408 Crane Drive, petition for development plan approval to provide for an
approximately 45,200 square foot commercial automotive dealership structure in
the GB Rural General Business Zoning District. Is the petitioner present?

Kite

He is. I’m Paul Kite with Strongbox Commercial, address is 47 South Elm Street,
Zionsville. I’m here representing Zionswood RE LLC in their request to
construct a Tom Wood Toyota dealership, 45,000 square feet on the parcel that is
immediately south of the Cracker Barrel restaurant on Whitestown Parkway and
Interstate 65. The building will front Interstate 65 and be accessed through
approximately 18 acres that are owned already by the Zionswood RE LLC
partnership. In your packets, you should have both the site plan showing the
building and the landscaping on that, as well as elevations. Let me pull this back
over this way a little bit so I can reference it. We have been working with Staff,
and have been in contact with the Royal Run neighborhood. One of the things I
would like to point out and note is that County Road 650 South, which is
essentially right here on your plan, that we would be willing, and this is in
cooperation with Boone County Highway, to remove a portion of that, and access
an ALTEL Communications Shack there through the dealership, and take a
portion of that out, and essentially turn that back over to the adjoining neighbors
in lieu of having access into the site from 650 South, which is essentially part of
the Royal Run subdivision. The zoning is Rural General Business. The property
is, the use is consistent for a new car dealership and service with outdoor vehicle
display. Utilities are all in place. Whitestown would be providing water, sewer,
and that’s all adequate to the site. The parcel is part of an existing plat, and the
drainage is already in place. We are actually, we are going to be improving the
drainage facilities to upgrade those and increase the capacity of that as well.
At this point, I would like to answer any questions you guys might have that I
haven’t addressed.

Franz

Okay, we’ll get to that. Is there anybody from the public who would like to
comment on this? If you do, please come up, state your name, address, and speak
directly into the mike.

Vidovich

Hello. My name is Todd Vidovich. I live at 6503 Sussex Drive so it’s part of the
Royal Run that will be semi-adjoining the Tom Wood property. I have two
questions. One of the local papers said a portion of this property is in a flood
zone. Is that true? And, second, can you be a little more specific on the mitigation
of that flood plain if it, in fact, does exist?
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Franz

All right. So, let’s let all the public speak, and then you’ll have an opportunity to
comment on those.

Hottle

Sheri Hottle. I’m at 6504 Amherst Way. Um, my house is towards the end of 650
South, and so my house faces the tree line. So, I have a couple questions about
what kind of buffer is going to be placed if they decide to take that tree line
down. The other question I have or concern, is light pollution. Third concern I
have is the paging system during the day, especially weekends because I work
full-time. And, um, I just need a better explanation, more in layman’s terms,
about what they’re going to do with 650 South, if that’s going to stay closed, or it
that’s gonna become a drive-through, not a drive-through but the roadway is
going to be open. So, that’s it.

Hasser

My name is Ben Hasser. I live at 6506 Amherst Way. Basically, the exact same
question she had, and if you could elaborate on the light pollution. Just, if you
have any plans to put up trees or anything, if there’s anything to stop that, the
light shining directly into our backyard, that’d be great. Thank you.

Franz

All right. The petitioner has an opportunity to respond now.

Kite

Certainly. With respect to 650 South, the idea is to permanently remove the
portion of 650 South where it meets Royal Run Way, and install a new curb so
essentially, it would be a continuous drive from 650 South to Royal Run and that
we would remove the pavement, and return it to grass essentially, and work with
the owners whether they wanted to—we’d be willing—it would essentially—the
right-of-way would then be released to the owners to the south, and Zionswood
to the north and if, we’d be willing to deed that north portion of the right-of-way
to the adjoining neighbors. So, that would be completely eliminated, and there
would be no traffic then behind those neighbors.
With respect to the lighting, Kevin Cauble with Tom Wood is here, and he is
very familiar with the lighting, and I’ll let him address what we would be willing
to do. There is some, a lighting plan that has been submitted, and we’re certainly
happy to address that.

Cauble

My name is Kevin Cauble. I’m the director of administrative services with the
Tom Wood auto group, Tom Wood management. 9820 Association Court,
Indianapolis, Indiana. To answer the question about lighting, maybe in simple
terms, Lighting has come a long way. In the past we used big metal halide lights
that kind of washed out an entire area. All lighting in this dealership will be LED.
I don’t know how familiar everybody is with the LEDs but they come with
panels of diodes. The diodes today have optics on them. They are focused and
aimed. You can have a line where you can have 15-foot candles three feet above
grade in one spot, and two feet over you can be a one-foot candle. We probably,
gosh, in the last three years, we’ve probably done eight or nine dealerships this
way. Never had a problem. Many of the same concerns. But, the new LED
lighting systems do real well. The other thing that happens with this is, and is a
benefit to the neighbors and to us, the lighting systems come with control
packages. With the control packages, if you can imagine, for example, you had
four fixtures on one light pole. As you get later in the evening, you’ll want to run
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some security lights but you want to extend the life of your lights as long as you
can. So, if you could imagine A, B, C, and D. Tonight, maybe we run A,
tomorrow it’s B, the next day, C, the next day is D, and you can—they’re
scalable. So, you wouldn’t necessarily run them at 100%. You might run them at
20 and you might run every fourth light. We also, where we can we put OX
(photocell), sensors on the light poles. So, um, um, if somebody comes onto the
property, from a security perspective, um, you know, maybe, in many cases—I’m
not sure about this, but—our businesses back up to people’s homes in some
cases, and at night, there may be a security issue there as well, right? If
somebody comes across our property, those OX (photocell), sensors are going to
light up, and nobody’s going to come to your homes through your backyards
across our property without everybody knowing what’s going on. Um, ah, if
there are problems, you know, we want to be good neighbors, so, but, once they
get in, and you see them up and running, we really don’t have issues. Does that
answer your question?
Kite

And, then, the question with respect to the existing tree line, the tree line on the
north side of 650 would stay. We’re not planning on removing that so that’s
running along here. And, then, sorry. So, this tree line stays. To the extent that
this would be a landscape buffer, so that would all be, yeah, so this tree line
along here stays. So, this tree line on the north side of 650 stays. There’s really
nothing on the south side of 650, so that tree line on the north side of 650 stays in
place. So, that buffer would remain.

Todd Siddlevich

Inaudible

Franz

Hold on. You gotta respond. This isn’t a back-and-forth.

Kite

Yeah, so 650 South would be removed. The only reason that 650 South is really
there is to access that ALL-TELL Communications shack, so that ALL-TELL

Todd Siddlevich

Inaudible

Franz

You can’t—stop, stop, stop, stop. This is not a back-and-forth please.

Kite

So, the ALL-TELL Communications shack would be accessed through the Tom
Wood dealership. So, there’s no need for that 650 to be there, and to have cars
for whatever reason they might have to drive back there. So, in our opinion, it
would improve the quality of life for those four homes that buffer the site.

Franz

All right. There’s still a question. Paging system.

Kite

There is no exterior speaker or paging system. All the communications are done
with handheld radios.

Franz

There was a question related to if this was in a flood plain.

Kite

This is not in a flood plain. There is not a flood plain on this property.

Franz

Did that answer all the questions? Is there anything else? Okay.
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Jones

I’ve got a couple questions.

Franz

Well, let me, does the public still—does the public have any final comments?

Vidovich

Two clarifications if you would, please. I’ll refer to this map if that’s okay? The
TDS building is right here. There’s access into Amherst Meadows of Royal Run
at Abby Lane at approximately this point. That will be preserved, and you’ll just
be eliminating the stub?

Kite

Correct.

Vidovich

Good. Is this a new retention pond or one of the two existing ones?

Franz

That’s existing.

Kite

If I could? That’s the existing retention pond. We’d be installing new structures
in that pond to increase its capacity although it was part of the plat, and this
development is consistent with the original plat. We’ve been working with the
Boone County Surveyor to improve both the capacity and outflow, reduce the
outflow, I think about 40% from what it would normally be, fully developed.

Franz

Okay, thank you. I appreciate the public comments. With that, I’ll ask Wayne,
Staff Report, please.

DeLong

Thank you. Staff is certainly supportive of the project, and the information that
has been provided to the Town thus far. There has been a pretty significant
occurrence of dialogue between the petitioner, and the Town, and many agencies
that are involved in this significant project. As you can see in the Staff Report,
the most recent dates of submittals to the Town in the third round was March 15
and 16. Simply put, the Town Engineer has not been able to fully review the third
round of submittals, and so that comment, I simply don’t have that to share with
you, even using email systems here to double check the status. We still don’t
have that information available to us, and certainly Staff does not enjoy
conveying that information to you, but at the same time, we’ve only had these
plans for just a handful of days. The project, though, certainly has been one that
has received several rounds of reviews. Certainly, Staff is supportive of the
petition that is in front of you. Your challenge this evening is to reduce your,
your motion to one that is based upon the findings of fact. Certainly, the
materials that are in front of you need to support the findings of fact. Certainly, if
you feel that the amount of materials are not here, and you need that additional
information from the Town Engineer, certainly that is a decision you can make
this evening, that you just need additional time to vet and review those final
comments. With that, Staff again, mentions, you know, support for this project,
and I would be happy to answer any questions.

Franz

Okay, thank you. Mr. Jones, did you have some questions?

Jones

Ah, sure. Question #1 involves your, in the plans, substantial amount of parking
is on land that it doesn’t appear that you guys own. What’s going on back there
with the lot and proposed building?
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Kite

There are two separate parcels that are Zionswood, LLC. They own both parcels.
So, uh, Zionswood, LLC owns from I-65 all the way to the property that’s
essentially behind where Taco Bell, and the vacant lot to the east of that is. So,
there’s ah, over 20-some acres that they own. So, just showing you two separate
lots that were bought separately by the same entity.

Jones

But, it appears that this building, and what we’re approving covers both lots?

Kite

Ah, the building itself is on the west lot, and some of the parking is on the east
lot. Because it is a plat, we’d have to go and re-plat the whole parcel, I guess, to
put it on one lot, but you have one development on two separate parcels owned
by the same entity.

Jones

So, then, the roads. Will those be public? Oh, they are marked as private drives.

Kite

All the roads would be private.

Jones

So, Wayne, is there a concern that the drives are being used for loading and offloading vehicles to the parking lots?

DeLong

With the improvements being private, the asphalt, the maneuverability,
accessibility is something for the petitioner to manage. This project has been
reviewed by both the County Highway Department, and the Zionsville Fire
Department, and comments regarding the accessibility, and concerns were not
ones that were articulated. The County Highway Department encourages this
project to not provide public streets given the curvature and radii, and certainly
they weren’t—the County Highway Department was not seeking that these
streets be public.

Jones

My other concern is back there with your lighting drawing, E101. It shows these
adjoining properties, one, the one behind Royal Run being developed as just a
full parking lot as well as it shows the infill of whatever that retainage area to the
south of this being a future building.

Kite

Uh, the future building is an error on the plans. There is no plan to construct a
future building where the pond is.

Jones

And, then finally with Drawing C4.0, it doesn’t really—what it shows is just
putting up some guardrails on the road back there. It doesn’t really say much
about dedicating the land one way or the other. If we’re going to remove the
road, do you think we can do a little better job of the access to Royal Run,
cleaning it up so it just doesn’t look like a guardrail at the end of a road?

Kite

There is, on one of the plans that was submitted to the Town, it might not be in
your package, there is—

Jones

Do you think we could get a plan for what you’re actually going to do?

Kite

There is, there is submitted to you, a plan showing the road being remove, and
the new curb being installed. I believe that’s on the—which plan is it that shows
that?
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Audience Member

Inaudible

Kite

Just tell me, and I’ll tell him. Ah, page C-300 should show the, where the
removal of the stub road that was at one point County Road 650 South.

Jones

Once again, it’s the removal of it, but what are we doing for the access to Royal
Run?

Kite

Uh, the access to Royal Run remains unchanged, and not accessible from the
Tom Wood Toyota development. The only thing—

Jones

My question is, what I’d like to see if we’re going to remove it, that we put curbs
in so it doesn’t look like just a dead end. It sort of creates a problem for people
who are unfamiliar with the area.

Kite

That’s fine. We’re happy to install curbs so it will show as one continuous road.
650 will be a continuous turn into Royal Run.

Jones

Then, how do we go about getting commitments that the tree line on the other
side of that is not removed because once again, the drawings you showed, show it
sort of clear-cut to the property’s edge.

Kite

Happy to make that a condition of the approval.

Jones

I guess I would rather see a set of drawings that actually have these
commitments. Because what we’re seeing is a 22-acre parking lot.

Franz

Additional questions, comments?

Walker

Well, I drove back there, and I had a lot of the same questions. That’s just great,
that’s going to be there, people are going to be going back. So, you answered
that. I had a question about that ungodly-looking tree line. You’re going to clean
that up, and put a buffer in there. So, that answered that. The lighting, we all have
rules and regulations on that, so we know you can’t put anything in there that
isn’t up to it. Other than what Larry has brought up, I didn’t have anything else.

McClelland

So, from my end, um, on some of the plans, to the north of the main building you
do have a reference to this future building. I understand that it is probably a
mistake for the one that was the pond, but what are the plans there? What can
you share at this point?

Kite

The hope is that they could, at some point in the future, install a second
dealership next to the one that’s going in. So, to the north of it would be a second
dealership that would go in there.

McClelland

So, now, we’re not obviously approving that, but that would be a different Tom
Wood brand?

Kite

Correct.
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McClelland

Okay. So, there’s a long list of sort of open items on the technical side of this. I
guess my perspective is why wouldn’t we give you 30 days to clean all that up,
as Larry pointed out, and come back with a revised set of drawings that reflect
the commitments that have been discussed tonight. Any particular reason we
wouldn’t want to just—

Kite

We would be happy—

McClelland

--get as close as we can, and then vote for it or against it?

Kite

I think the choice is to either continue our petition, or to conditionally approve it
subject to all of the staff departments being satisfied with our plans as drawn.

McClelland

You’re in the double letters in some of these documents so it might make sense
to—I guess my bias is to continue, and get as much done because there are some
drawing requests as well, and then revisit.

Kite

We’re happy to cooperate in that instance, and come back next month.

Jones

Yeah, we’re kind of getting close to the same situation we’ve got up at, what is
it? 146th and 421 where there’s a proposal for a larger subdivision on that with
the desire to get a portion of it approved so we could get the—some of it gone,
some of it going. I guess, given the size of the site, and the potential for other
development, I’d rather see a plan that actually sort of—we don’t have to identify
the businesses or whatever, but at least get a clear understanding of the land use,
and how it’s going to abut the other residential neighborhoods that are up there.

Kite

Okay. I think, you know, I would be happy to show you—are you looking for a
commitment on the other uses, or just our master plan?

Jones

Basically, the master plan so we can see what idea, what direction this thing’s
going. Like I said, there’s drawings in here that sorta show it being clear-cut to
the property line, and turned into a parking lot which is not what you’re talking
about doing, so I think most people are much more happy to know at least the
general outlines of what’s coming, and if we get all of those commitments made
up front, it cleans up issues down the line.

Kite

Okay, that’s fine.

McClelland

So, one last question for me just on the space, the footprint. All of those buildings
on 334 are all going to stay? You don’t own any of those or you own—

Kite

The only, the Zionswood, LLC partnership, owns the property that is the former
gas station to the west of where Taco Bell is, east of Burger King.

McClelland

Okay. I know that’s not quite in our discussion tonight, but what are the plans for
that building?

Kite

Those are undetermined. That parcel is actually in Whitestown. So, we’ll have to
make that battle, fight that battle with Whitestown. So, I guess, so based on what
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we’re hearing, we’d like to request that you continue our petition until next
month.
Franz

Okay. I think it’s a wise move. There are a lot of items that—I don’t know if I’ve
seen them get to N-N yet. So. All right, with that, is there a motion to continue
this?

Grabianowski I move to continue it until April.
Franz

That would be continued until Monday, April 17, 2017 meeting. You accept that?
Is there a second?

McClelland

Second.

Franz

All in favor signify by aye.

All

Aye.

Franz

Opposed by nay. Continuance of petition is granted.

Kite

Thank you.

Franz

Next item on the docket is a request to waive the requirement not to be heard for
one year following an adverse decision related to Amberley, address is 8666 East
400 South. Before we start any discussion on this, what we would be doing is, if
we made a motion, would be a motion to favorably recommend or unfavorably
recommend to the Town Council to waive the petition or, I guess, we don’t have
to make a motion at all. So, um, that’s where we’re standing. I don’t even know,
is the petitioner, representative for Amberley here, so we can hear what you’ve
got to say?

Buroker

Yes. Good evening, Mr. President, members of the Plan Commission, staff, and
counsel. I’m Andy Buroker with Faegre Baker Daniels, offices at 600 East 96th
Street, Suite 600, Indianapolis. With me tonight is Ty Rinehart from Beazer
Homes as well as three representatives of the Goodwin family who are currently
the owners of this property and the sellers. Could the Goodwins raise their hands
that they’re here? Raise your hand. To note, they’ve been at all the meetings that
we’ve had on this matter as certainly an interested owner and seller of the
property. Again, I’m here on behalf of Beazer Homes as you recall. This was
before you—we filed in October—it was before you in November. It was
continued until December. At your December Plan Commission meeting, you
issued an unfavorable recommendation on this petition for 120 homes on this 72acre parcel. At the Town Council meeting in January it was continued to
February. The February Town Council voted to deny the petition to allow us to
attempt to address some of the concerns of the neighbors as well as members of
the Plan Commission, and members of the Council. So, we’re back before you.
Article 6, Section 7 of your Rules of Procedure indicate that, requires that a zone
map change petition can’t be refiled within a year of it being denied by the Town
Council absent a change of circumstances in the petition. So, we provided to the
Staff a draft of our letter that we would submit to Ed Mitro, the Deputy Mayor,
for the Town Council, along with a notice of public hearing to go before the
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Town Council at its April 10 meeting, a before-and-after site plan to show the
changes that we’ve made to the proposed petition. So, we want to request the
Town Council to decide that good cause is shown to allow Beazer Homes to refile the petition before them in less than a year. So, the site plan that you have
before you, before and after, again shows that instead of petitioning to rezone it
to R2 in the rural zone, we would rezone it to R-SF-2 in the urban zone with a
cluster concept. So, there are 15 fewer lots. The site plan has been redesigned to
add amenities in the green space, add internal trailways to the green space,
remove the overhead electric line easement as part of the calculation of the green
space, added a significant amount of sort of green space to compensate for that
because we can’t count it in the R-SF-2. You can count it in the R2. Again, those
were comments from both the Plan Commission and the neighbors.
So, the concept is to have you look at the before-and-after petition to give us
some opinion as well as to Staff and Town Council. Do you think there’s a
substantial change in circumstances to what we’re proposing for rezoning the
property, and going back before the Plan Commission with the changes that you
see in that? So, we’d value your input and opinion on the before-and-after site
plan in giving us some feedback. Again, I didn’t expect that there would be a
vote, but certainly you’re entitled to do that but again, having your input before
we go to the Town Council in April again would be useful. So, we only have a
draft request to the Town Council at this point. We haven’t signed it or submitted
it yet based on getting some feedback and input from you, but certainly by the
end of March, we would finalize that, and submit a formal request to be heard by
the Town Council at a public hearing at their April 10th meeting.
Franz

Okay, thank you. Is there anybody from the public who would like to comment
on this? When you come up, please state your name and address, please.

Meyer

Hello. My name is Robyn Meyer. I live at 4273 South 800 East. I’ve kind of been
remonstrating against this project for about, well, since 2005 when it originally
came in as George Sweet Brenwick Pointe or Brenwick Development
subdivision. Back then, Lana Funkhouser was the president of the Plan
Commission, and she made a comment that the Plan Commission had approved
some projects that didn’t quite come to fruition the way the developers had
presented it at the meetings for approval. Hampshire, er, at that time Brenwick
Pointe was held up for over a year before they finally got approval because it was
a lot of back and forth between remonstrators and the developer. From what I
understand today of the Hampshire development, it’s significantly behind
schedule. Having met with the representative, Beazer, for our own property, we
were told then that the roads would be in by Thanksgiving. If you drive through
the property, there’s still pipes stacked all over the place. They are a long way
from putting roads in, it would appear. Um, I’ve met with Ken Hedge, the county
surveyor. He’s told me they’ve had numerous citations against the property, um,
and that they’ve really bitten off more than they can chew. By this new
Amberley, having to wait a year, a lot can happen in a year. We don’t know what
kind of build-out Hampshire is going to have. We don’t know what kind of effect
it’s going to have on our schools or the traffic in that area. We don’t know if it’s
going to meet the price points that this developer, or that Beazer promised us in
the approval process for Hampshire. A lot can happen in that year. I don’t think
it’s any hardship for Amberley to wait a year so we can see what’s going to
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happen with Hampshire. Same developer. We don’t have a lot of experience with
Beazer in Zionsville. Let’s see what they give us before we give them permission
to do more. There’s rules and procedures for a reason. I have to follow them as a
remonstrator but it just seems to me that the developers, they just keep coming
back, and coming back, and coming back, and eventually they get exactly what
they wanted. My property nor my rural neighbors were annexed when Hampshire
was annexed. That’s how they got their zoning changed. Nobody asked us if we
wanted to be annexed. Nobody informed us that that was being annexed. But
now, I feel like you’re just cramming these high-density developments down my
rural throat. We chose to live in a rural area. We don’t have town services, but I
have these mass developments coming right up to my back door. I’ve been a
vocal remonstrator, and I will tell you that there are a lot of Town employees that
have made me feel like I’m nothing but a pain in the butt because I ask a lot of
questions, and I raise a lot of concerns. Every time as a remonstrator, I’ve felt
like we’ve gained an inch, the developers come back, and they end up getting
what they want. I’m begging you that this time around, to stand behind the
original vote that denied the rezone request. There were reasons for it. There’s
reasons why we ask them to wait a year to come back. And, I’m just begging you
to stand by your decision, and deny this new request. Thank you.
Franz

All right, thank you. Is there any other comments? Being none, would you like to
respond to anything she said?

Buroker

Well, I-I would say that the owners are here, and this isn’t driven by, you know,
an accelerated, unsafe, impracticable schedule. I mean, the owners are here. The
owners have been with a prior developer and potential purchaser that did not
follow through, and so, again, in part, this is driven by the seller who owns the
property, um, needing, and wanting, and desiring to sell the property, and it’s
available to be sold. So, it’s a hardship for the sellers to wait another year. I
mean, that’s really, truly where the hardship is, in addition to the expectations of
Beazer to be able to start to realize on the infrastructure investment that they have
made as part of Hampshire. Beazer is not, you know, hiding behind anything that
happened in ’05. We are anxious to talk with any, and all neighbors, and property
owners who are adjacent or who are by there. Again, I know that it is a rural
lifestyle but the property is already zoned R1, and so, you could put 71 homes on
it today, so it’s not we’re—I don’t feel that Beazer is proposing to destroy a rural,
you know, sense of lifestyle. This really is an annex, a connection to Hampshire
of what’s being built there now. It’s certainly an extension of that. And, so, we
have designed it, and developed it for that. Beazer has invested millions of
dollars in bringing infrastructure, sewer, water lines, road improvements to that
area in order to be able to develop that. They put that in the ground in order to
hopefully realize on its investment in utility infrastructure in order to build
Amberley. So, that’s a response. I appreciate her concern about how it’s changed
that area over there, and it has changed, and it will continue to change, I think.
I’m happy to answer any questions.

Franz

All right. Wayne, do you have any comments from Staff?

DeLong

From a staff perspective, certainly it is, the action this evening is a non-binding
action. Ultimately, this matter is being vetted with the Town Council as the
adverse decision was articulated by that public body. Certainly, Staff is, you
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know, supportive of continuing the dialogue. The comprehensive plan for this
area supports residential development. Zoning supports residential development.
Therefore, Staff would anticipate that a petition would come before you seeking
to either construct homes in a ministerial motion or certainly to seek a rezoning
in the legislative action discussed with the Town Council.
Franz

Okay, thank you. Any questions, comments from the Plan Commission? All
right. So, the main thing here is, is the, the changes from the R1 to an R-SF—or
the request from an R1 to an R-SF-2, correct? And the original petition was a
request to R2. Is that correct, Wayne?

DeLong

That’s correct, yes.

Franz

All right. So, the Plan Commission has the option, I guess, of three things-recommend favorable, make a favorable recommendation to the Town to waive
the one year, unfavorable, or do nothing, and let the Town decide. Um, you
know, personally, I don’t really have a problem with letting them go to the Town
to request, to make their point on this. I think they’ve done some significant
changes to the plan. You know, 105 is definitely better than 120. It’s going to get
developed in some form or fashion at that point in there. So, it’s to an extent, it’s,
you know, what you know versus what you don’t know. I think they’ve made a
good effort in modifying the plan based upon the comments that they heard from
us at the, I guess it was at the December, maybe it was November, Plan meeting.
Both? Okay. With that, any further discussion on the direction we’d like to take?
Then, I’ll ask, is there a motion?

McClelland

I move that we proceed with a favorable recommendation to the Town Council to
waive the one-year waiting period as it relates to the Amberley development at
8666 East 400 South.

Franz

Is there a second?

Jones

Second.

Franz

All in favor signify by aye.

All

Aye.

Franz

Opposed by nay. Motion carries 6-0, so we will recommend a favorable, make a
favorable recommendation to the Town Council to allow for the waiver of the
one-year moratorium.

Buroker

Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, members of the Commission.

Franz

Thank you. Okay, now we’ve got Staff, we’ve got the request for—the issue of
two addresses associated with one property. So, Wayne, do you have any
comments?

DeLong

Certainly. As foreshadowed at a prior public meeting, just alerting you to the
request of property owners within a portion of Zionsville. Certainly, this would
be applicable to anywhere in town, in 70 square miles of this community is the
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idea, and the request to provide addressing for one building or more on a
particular, any parcel within the community. The purpose of bringing this to you,
the very baseline for this conversation is statutorily, the Plan Commission has the
authority over address assignments within any community. Certainly, from a 911
emergency response point of view, we try to work hand in hand, and we do.
Every request that comes in front of us in the Town for an address, 911, the Fire
Department emergency service providers are working with us very closely to
make sure the address selections work for the 911 system. So, I believe the
applicants or the interested parties are here, I believe, to speak to these requests.
Certainly, what’s in front of you is their particular submittal for your
consideration. Certainly, we’ve provided the information that we have related to
this. Certainly, this is beyond policy. The Subdivision Control Ordinance speaks
to only one address being assigned to any parcel that is platted and that
Subdivision Control Ordinance goes back nearly 20 years. Certainly, the parcels
that are in question are not subject to the Subdivision Control Ordinance. They
aren’t being subdivided. Certainly, if they were, that ordinance would be
applicable. Certainly, what’s being discussed here is, you know, the Plan
Commission’s policy. Certainly, if the Plan Commission would like us to gather
comment from the County Sheriff, the County Highway Department, any other
public entity, we’re happy to do that. Certainly, we’re bringing this, since this
information came in, we are bringing it to your attention as, again, statutorily,
addressing is within your wheelhouse.
Franz

And, was there someone here to comment on this? No, I guess not, so. Any
questions, comments?

McClelland

So, Wayne, just a couple questions. Do we have any idea what the cost to the
Town, County, whomever, Fire is for any of this?

DeLong

No, we have not conducted any sort of analysis related to this project. I’ve been
personally involved in addressing for 15 years in my various places of
employment as a public sector employee, personally responsible for addressing
probably 10 years of that tenure. Certainly, addressing is the gateway to a lot of
different things be it affirmation of your residency in a community, the potential
to gain or secure permits or licenses or other types of documentation that is relied
upon by emergency service providers, authorities that are charged with, you
know, approving or confirming certain items about somebody’s person. Um,
certainly from a location point of view, addresses uniquely result in the
placement of mailboxes. Mailboxes result in the distribution of pieces of mail.
All of that has a cost. Certainly, county roads that are more traditional in nature
are probably a little more narrow. Assembly of additional mailboxes may present
some concerns for the County Highway Department. So, there’s many things that
we’ve not reviewed and certainly we’re looking for direction from the Plan
Commission. Certainly, we’re looking for testimony or any level of presentation
from the interested parties related to their request. Certainly, it’s great to put
something together and submit it but that one-on-one conversation is something
we would encourage.

McClelland

I mean if this was approved, would this allow anybody with, is this address,
every individual structure on your property, is that literally what this would be
approving?
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DeLong

I think in order to treat everybody the same, if the Plan Commission were to open
up that line of thought, you would look to apply that line of thinking across every
property in the community. I would think that there are other ways to manage
emergency response to a particular property. An example, in commercial areas,
suite numbers are assigned. One address is assigned to a property but each
building is assigned a suite. Commercial complexes in Hamilton County that are
maybe addressed as one numerical number, but each building has a letter, and
that’s known within the GIS system which is the base, the backbone of our 911.

McClelland

So, why wouldn’t they just do that?

DeLong

That’s something else that could be looked at. But, again, reaching out to the
County Sheriff to say, “Hey, do you see this as a problem?” Certainly, when he
and his department has time to process this information, and give us a response
back, you know, “Is this, do you see this as a problem?” We simply don’t know.

McClelland

These buildings, they’re what, 50 feet apart from each other if that, and then I
saw that at least one of these has a commitment, that it can’t be sublet, can’t be
lived in, you know, they are not designed to be primary living structures.

Walker

We had a similar situation with our house and our barn. But, our house was here,
and our barn was 1/4 mile back, the same driveway. I mean, I understand this
from a security issue for her or them. Um, but I, I’m not sure that I would agree
that this is something that we need to set a precedent for.

Jones

Yeah, I got a question as I’m reading through some of this. Are we talking about
a house, and a barn or are we talking about two dwellings?

?

Well, one is a party barn.

?

A party barn is not a house.

Jones

Well, once again, in his letter, he says, “It seems like a recipe for potentially
dangerous outcome to me if there’s more than one dwelling addressed the same.”

Walker

Well, I drove out there, and if that barn, it’s huge, what they call their party barn
or their residence, it’s a really, really big barn. A very nice-looking barn. But
then, they have on the same property, they built—I can’t talk without my
hands—some kind of a workshop that looks more like a home than a workshop.
So, I understand what she’s saying, but I don’t think they need to two addresses.

Fedor

Wayne, someone has taken a lot of time to put this together, and get it to us, and
there’s no one from the petitioner here to speak on behalf of this?

DeLong

No, and we’ve, you know, they’re well aware of this being scheduled for
discussion.

Fedor

We’re taking our time. It would be best if they take their time as well, I guess, is
my stance.

Page 21 of 23

Zionsville Plan Commission
March 20, 2017
DeLong

But, Larry, back to your, Mr. Jones, back to your point. This, the issue with two
address assignments opens up potentially, you know, the idea that I have a
second address. I now have a second dwelling. Maybe my child comes home
from college. They’re staying in the party barn only part-time but if they have an
address, they potentially can subscribe to services, and utilities, and those tend to
make something more permanent, maybe establishing a driver’s license at that
address. All of a sudden, there are additional levels of validity that are created to
a situation,m let alone, what this does to the County in how they assess
properties. Your property record card has one address even though you might
have six or seven buildings. It’s, again, it’s a layer of complexity that has a cost,
one could assume.

McClelland

It does seem like there’s got to be a simpler way to address their concerns
without going through the ringer on all the administrative government pieces of
this.

Jones

Yeah, I mean, straight up, the security companies, you can pretty much tell them
exactly what door, window. You can give them good locations, and if there’s
concern, they can go out and buy a nice little sign with an arrow that says Party
Barn, and an arrow that says House, and plant it at the Y. I mean, why are we
dealing with this? The reason we kept it always as one dwelling, one address, you
know. We’ve run across that before where people are trying to, you know, rent
out accessory buildings, and that’s part of the reason we, you know, we sat pretty
hard on single use of properties because that’s what happens eventually.

DeLong

Well, I think to summarize, you still need—the Staff is reacting to the interested
party’s request, and concerns that they wanted to raise to the public body that is
statutorily charged with regulating addresses within a community. We’re having
this public discussion. They’re not here to participate in that. Certainly, we’re
happy to communicate the fact that the Plan Commission is not inclined to
change its policy nor change the ordinance that’s been adopted related to the
assignment of addresses, and is inclined to stick with the current program.

Franz

I think there are plenty of alternative methodologies to identify these facilities for
security, etc. so I’m willing to let this—if they weren’t willing to show up to
address it, I’m willing to let it pass.

McClelland

Do you put a motion or is it just?

Grabianowski And, I do think from reading through the transcript that for the Mullen property
where attorney Andreoli says that we don’t know exactly where the bathrooms
will be. We know we’re going to have a shower stall. We’re going to have a
bathroom. Whether we’re going to put living quarters in there, I don’t know but I
think it’s enough once you have plumbing in there, it can be utilized as an
accessory structure. And, I think that’s one of the things we kinda wanted to
avoid, isn’t it? I mean, I’m new but.
Franz

All of that. We’ll move on to the last item on the docket which is an update on
2016-55-DPA, McDonald’s, 50 Brendon Way.
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Certainly, again following rules and procedures that are in front of Staff, when a
development plan is approved by the Plan Commission, we are charged with
following through with that approval. When there are field modifications and
other changes, Staff is charged with bringing those changes to your attention, and
certainly this is a, might qualify as one of the smallest changes, but we certainly
feel obligated, and want to follow through, and present that the, a change was
made to the McDonald’s site plan which allowed for the preservation of a
parking lot light which certainly saved them, you know, time and resources, and
certainly allowed the project to move on. Certainly, no negative impact to the
project that we could see.

Franz

I assume there’s no comments on that. With that is there any other business?
Being none, can I have a motion for adjournment?

Fedor

So moved.

Franz

Second?

Walker

Second.

Franz

We’re adjourned.
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