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        August 14, 2018
Department of Planning and Building

Town of McCordsville


Project:

PC-18-003, Weaver’s Landing Rezone
Petitioner: 

Premier Land Company & DR Horton
Request:
The petitioner is seeking approval of a rezone from County Residential-2.5 (R-2.5) to Residential-3 (R-3) and Weaver’s Landing PUD for approximately 81 acres.  The properties are located at the northeast corner of CR 700W and CR 650N. 
Staff Review:
The subject property is not currently within the Town of McCordsville corporate limits.  The petitioner has filed for annexation, and a first reading, along with public hearing on the annexation was held by the Town Council on June 12th.  The annexation petition is scheduled to return to the Town Council for action on August 14th.  As part of the annexation, the property must be zoned to a Town Zoning District.  There are a total of four (4) properties involved in the annexation/rezone.  All 4 are currently zoned R-2.5 by the County.  The two (2) smaller properties, with existing homes, will be rezoned to Town R-3.  The two (2) larger parcels would be zoned Weaver’s Landing Planned-Unit Development (PUD).    

General Size & Location


The annexation is approximately 81 acres.  The subject properties are located at the northeast corner of CR 700W and CR 650N.

Existing Land Use & Zoning

All 4 of the subject parcels are zoned R-2.5 by the County.  Adjacent properties are zoned as follows:
· North: Austin Trace PUD (single-family residential)  
· East: R-1
· South: Sagebrook PUD (single-family residential)  
· West: Indy – Dwelling Agriculture (DA)  
Infrastructure


The subject properties are located within the Town’s sanitary sewer territory.  Sanitary service will be provided via a stubbed pipe in Austin Trace.  Water service is provided by Citizens Energy Group.  The development parcels will be required to hook-up to water and sanitary service as the property develops.  The 2 smaller parcels will not be forced to hook-up to sanitary sewer service by the Town.  It is anticipated that laterals will be stubbed to each property to allow for easier connections in the future.  The Town cannot speak to any requirements of Citizens Energy Group. Vehicular site access will be provided via entrances onto CR 700W (Carroll Rd.) and CR 650N.  The 2 smaller parcels will maintain their current access locations (driveway cuts).  Internal sidewalks and perimeter paths will also be installed for pedestrian accessibility.    

Development Proposal


The petitioner is proposing a 202 lot subdivision on approximately 78 acres.  The proposed density is 2.59 units/acre.  The adjacent neighborhood, Austin Trace, has a density of 3.16 units per acre.  Below are highlights of the other bulk standards proposed by the petitioner:

· Min. Lot Area:


7,800 SF
· Min. Lot Width:

60 feet

· Min. FY Setback:

25 feet

· Min. SY Setback:

6 feet (15’ aggregate)

· Min. RY Setback:

25 feet

· Min. Livable Floor Area:
1,600 SF (single story)

1,900 SF (multi story)

· Max. Lot Coverage:

40%

· Max. Height (Principle):
35 feet

· Min. Open Space:

30%

The petitioner’s proposal includes a number of architectural and landscaping standards.  Any standard which deviates from the Town Zoning Ordinance standard are detailed in the petitioner’s proposed PUD.  Staff will provide commentary related to this in staff comments.  We will also provide a matrix comparing the proposed PUD standards to those of Austin Trace and the Town’s R-5 Zoning District.  
There is a significant wooded area on-site.  The petitioner has committed to conserving that area with a Tree Conservation Easement.  Additionally, the petitioner is proposing amenities, including, a pool, playground, and walking trails.   

Finally, in regards to the two (2) existing homes and their lots, while they are included in the annexation, the will remain as-is and are not being re-developed as part of this proposal.
Staff Comments:
Staff has no concerns over the inclusion and subsequent rezoning of the 2 small parcels into the Town as R-3 zoned properties.  The northernmost small parcel has agreed to allow the installation of a multi-use path along the frontage, which will allow the developer to construct the path without a gap.  The small parcel in the corner is not willing to allow construction of a multi-use path across the frontage as this particular home is much closer to the street; however, the petitioner and the Town will be working together to see the multi-use path wrap around the rear of this parcel and therefore eliminating this potential gap as well and maintaining a consistent path along the perimeter of the entire development.  
Regarding the proposed PUD Ordinance, staff is generally supportive of the request.  The project proposes a density which is in-between other densities in the area.  Austin Trace has a density of 3.16, Sagebrook 2.18, and Gateway Crossing (single-family) 2.29.  The proposals 30% open space is in excess of the 25% required by the Town’s Zoning Ordinance.  This is primarily due to the fact the petitioner is conserving the wooded at the eastern end of the site.  The petitioner has committed to meeting all of the Town’s lighting, parking, pedestrian accessibility, and signage standards.  In regards to landscaping, the petitioner has committed to a few items, which are in excess of those required by the Zoning Ordinance.  The petitioner will install a 3-5’ tall mound along the CR 700W and CR 650N frontages (except for the area immediate adjacent to the pond).  This frontage area will also be planted with 7 trees and 6 shrubs per 100 lineal feet.  At the Public Works Department’s request the petitioner has also committed to requiring the HOA to provide its own snow removal for all internal streets.    At the Plan Commission last month, staff had three outstanding concerns.  Those concerns in short, were the lack of any side-load garages, garage width, and front elevation return material.  During the Plan Commision meeting, the petitioner committed to a minimum of ten (10) side-load garages, and that any model homes built would include the 4’ garage extension option.  While these commitments were not exactly the commitments that staff was seeking, the petitioner did address the concern in some manner, which satisfied the Plan Commission (based upon the favorable recommendation).  That does leave one outstanding staff concern regarding the project.

Front elevation return material

The builder’s proposal does not include same material returns on the front elevations, so effectively you would have situations where the front elevation is brick, but the return is vinyl.  Staff feels this is not in keeping with the intent of the Town’s masonry requirements.  Furthermore, we feel explicitly requiring this moving forward in all new developments is the direction the Town should be moving in.  With that said, we understand the petitioner’s position, that this would put them at a competitive disadvantage, since other homes in the immediate area do not feature brick on the returns.  It is a legitimate concern from a business standpoint.  In the hopes of finding common ground, staff proposed a compromise of brick wainscot on all returns adjacent to front elevation brick.  The petitioner has noted some concern that the wainscot might not produce a positive aesthetic when adjacent to other varying heights of brick on the adjacent front elevations.  Staff feels this should be discussed in detail at the Town Council meeting, to see if there is some alternative common ground that can be met.  Staff will continue to explore options leading up to the meeting.  We will also have some picture examples to share.   
Staff also prepared a matrix comparing this proposal to other nearby neighborhoods.  That matrix has been attached to the agenda.
For all rezones, Indiana Code Section 36-7-4-603 states that reasonable regard shall be paid to the following items:
1. The Comprehensive Plan

2. Current conditions and the character of the current structures and uses

3. The most desirable use for which the land is adapted

4. The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction

5. Responsible growth and development

The Future Land Use Map envisions this area to be developed as Low Density Residential.  The Comprehensive Plan intends for Low Density Residential to be developed as low density single-family development.  It states the purpose of this classification is to create an attractive, stable, and orderly residential environment for citizens who desire larger lots.  Development in this classification is often such that there are less than two dwelling units per acre.  The proposed density is greater than 2 units per acre at 2.59.  This density is not inconsistent with existing development, both inside and outside of the Town.  All development in this area is in excess of 2 units per acre.  Staff would envision as development along CR 650N trends eastward, the density would decrease with the exception of possibly the southwest corner of CR 650N and CR 600W.  The Low Density Residential land use classification is the most wide-spread and consumes more land in the Town’s planning area than any other classification.  It is imperative that as we review projects and compare them to the Future Land Use Map that we do not lose sight of the bigger picture.  Every project, every site, every parcel is different.  Each has its own unique features, shapes, challenges, and opportunities.  When assessing a project’s density we must keep that in mind. The parcel is adjacent to Lawrence, and it is logical to have some higher densities in this location.  This project’s density should be viewed as a part of the overall puzzle within the Low Density Residential land use classification.  There are hundreds of acres of Low Density Residential land within our planning area.  As each site is proposed for development, each should be reviewed as another part of the overall vision for the Town as described by our Comprehensive Plan.  
Written Public Comments (received as 7-16-18)
The Town has received a one written letter of public comment.  Staff will provide that letter to the Commission at the meeting.  We have also attempted to respond to the comments below:

C1: DR Horton appears to have a high rate of negative reviews and home owner complaints.  See enclosed.

R1: DR Horton constructs tens of thousands of units across the Country each year.  Staff has reviewed some of the articles on-line, we can also verify that a google search of any large home builder will reveal similar results.  The Town’s inspection staff is charged with reviewing all single-family home permits consistently regardless of the builder.  All homes will be reviewed and inspected for compliance with the applicable Indiana Residential Code (building code).
C2: The density or number of homes proposed.

R2: The density is in keeping with other development in the area.  In fact, the density is significantly less than the density of Austin Trace, and includes more open space than required by the Zoning Ordinance.  

C3: The increased traffic on Odessa Way due to an entrance on Laredo.  There is already a problem with the Austin Trace Boulevard entrance and parking on Odessa Way effecting traffic flow.

R3: The Town not only encourages, but requires interconnectivity between neighborhoods.  The Laredo stub was specifically designed and built in order to connect to any development on the subject property.  We do not expect the parking issue to be affected Weaver Landing.  Additionally, local roads are designed to adequately handle the traffic of the subdivision they are located in as well as any connected subdivision(s). 
C4: The location of the pool and playground on CR 700W, which may encourage Weaver Landing homeowners to use the Austin Trace playground on Laredo, thus causing more wear and tear to be absorbed by the Austin Trace HOA.

R4: It is very possible Weavers Landing residents may use the Austin Trace playground.  It’s also possible Austin Trace residents may use the Weaver Landing playground, and residents from Lawrence will use both.     

C5: The disposition of trees along the property line parallel to Odessa Way and the lack of privacy that will result if removed.

R5: There does appear to be some sizeable trees based upon the aerials.  Staff has not walked the property line to determine quality, quantity, species, or health.  If the developer and/or the Plan Commission is interested in saving trees along the fence line, Planning & Building Dept. staff would support.  However, it would need to planned and designed in conjunction with the rear-yard drainage for such lots, and need the approval of the Town Engineer.   

C6: Changes to the drainage on the property which could affect the runoff into the swale in our back-yard.  

R6: A detailed drainage design has not been completed (or subsequently reviewed and approved).  All developments must comply with the Town’s Stormwater Management Ordinance, and this project is no different.  That review will occur during the Development Plan phase of the project (for each section).  The Town Engineer will be prepared to speak more on this comment at the meeting.

C7: The long-term effect of allowing large dense development of open space to the appeal of living in McCordsville.

R7: The Town received this same public comment from residents 17 years ago when Austin Trace was proposed.  17 years from now, we would expect to still hear this concern, and we understand the basis of the concern.  McCordsville is a community that people want to live in.  The same reasons that attracted potential residents to Austin Trace 17 years ago are still attracting people to McCordsville today.  We can see that in our current active subdivisions, Geist Woods Estates, Villages at Brookside, and Woodhaven.  McCordsville is growing community, and shutting the door and not allowing future development because it takes away open space is not in keeping with the Town’s vision for smart, planned growth.  Additionally, the proposed project is proposing 30% open space, which is greater than the 25% required by Ordinance.  Finally, the petitioner’s proposal includes conservation of the wooded area on the property.  McCordsville has very few large wooded areas, because the vast majority of land is or has been used for agricultural purposes.  It was very important to staff to conserve this wooded area.        
The proposed project, includes specific architectural standards which we feel will produce a subdivision in keeping with other homes in the area.  Additionally, the density of the project is appropriate for this location.  Staff is generally supportive of this petition; however, we would like to see resolution on staff’s one outstanding item.  
This petition will require a public hearing, and following the public hearing and discussions from staff and the petitioner, the Commission can motion to provide (a) a favorable recommendation, (b) no recommendation, (c) unfavorable recommendation, or (d) continue the petition.
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