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Project:

PC-19-015, Meadows at Sagebrook PUD 
Petitioner: 

Arbor Homes 
Request:
The petitioner is seeking a favorable recommendation on a rezone from County Residential-2.5 (R-2.5) to Meadows at Sagebrook PUD for approximately 50 acres.  The subject property is located at the southwest corner of CR 700W and CR 600N. 
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 was held in August.  A public hearing on the annexation was held on October 29th.  As part of the annexation, the property must be zoned to a Town Zoning District.  The Plan Commission held a public hearing on the proposed PUD Zoning in October and continued the petitioner for further review until this month.   

General Size & Location


The subject property is approximately 50 acres.  The subject properties are located at the northeast corner of CR 700W and CR 650N.

Existing Land Use & Zoning

The subject property is currently zoned R-2.5 by the County.  Adjacent properties are zoned as follows:
· North: Across CR 650N, Sagebrook PUD (single-family residential)  
· East: Across CR 700W, Stansbury PUD (single-family residential)  
· South: Estate lot (single-family residential)  
· West: Undeveloped agricultural property zoned County R2.5 
Infrastructure


The petition proposes three access points, two on CR 700W and one as a street stub to the property to the east.  Sanitary service will be provided by Aqua Indiana and water service will be provided by Citizens Energy Group.  Internal sidewalks and perimeter paths will also be installed for pedestrian accessibility.    
Development Proposal


The petitioner is proposing a 140 lot subdivision on approximately 50 acres.  The proposed density is 2.8 units/acre.  The density of the adjacent neighborhoods are:

Sagebrook:

2.2 units/acre
Stansbury:

3.5 units/acre 

Weavers Landing:
2.6 units/acre

Below are highlights of the other bulk standards proposed by the petitioner:

· Min. Lot Area:


6,240 SF
· Min. Lot Width:

52 feet

· Min. FY Setback:

30 feet

· Min. SY Setback:

5 feet

· Min. RY Setback:

15 feet

· Min. Livable Floor Area:
1,500 SF (single story)

1,800 SF (multi story)

· Max. Lot Coverage:

55%

· Max. Height (Principle):
35 feet

· Min. Open Space:

52%

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 the proposed standards in our presentation at the meeting.  We will also provide a matrix comparing the proposed PUD standards to those of nearby neighborhoods and the Town’s R-4 Zoning District.  
There is a large utility easement on-site.  This easement bisects the site, and significantly limits what can be done with the site from a site design standpoint.  The petitioner is proposing amenities, including, shelters and trails, as denoted on the Concept Plan, mostly north of the utility easement.
Staff Comments:
Regarding the proposed PUD Ordinance, staff is generally supportive of the request.  The real-world impact of the utility easement bisecting the site has a significant impact on what can be done with this property from a site design standpoint.  The petitioner’s proposal maximizes what can be done with the property and proposes an efficient infrastructure system to serve the site.  The petitioner has committed to meeting all the Town’s lighting, parking, pedestrian accessibility, and signage standards.  In regard 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’ tall mound along the CR 700W and CR 600N frontages.  This frontage area will also be planted with trees and shrubs as shown on the Concept Plan.  The petitioner has also included Tree Conservation Easement (TCE) along certain perimeters to conserve some existing vegetation while also provided some screening for adjacent properties.    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.   
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 does not include a vision for this area.  In such cases, the planning staff is charged with analyzing the area and making recommendations on appropriate land use.  While, much of McCordsville features a density lower than 2.8 units per acre, staff believes a higher density is appropriate as the Town grows farther south.  The closer we get to Indianapolis Regional Airport, I-70, and the industrial uses developing around those features the more higher densities are appropriate.  Additionally, staff believes a diversification of our housing types is imperative for the future health of the community.  This proposal brings a single-family product to market on a smaller lots than the other active subdivisions in McCordsville.  We believe this is a benefit and will help to attract workforce for the new jobs being created along the Mt. Comfort Corridor.  
This petitioner did receive some public comments at the October Public hearing.  To date, staff has not received any written comments regarding this petition.
Following the public hearing in October the Plan Commission debated various aspects of the petition.  The petitioner did commit to meeting the Town’s anti-monotony language regarding proximity of similar elevations.  The revised language has been included in the PUD Ordinance.  Secondly, the Plan Commission asked for staff and the petitioner to complete due diligence in regards to electromagnetic fields produced by the transmission lines.  Both staff and the petitioner have completed that due diligence and will be prepared to discuss at the meeting. 

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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