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             July 20, 2021
Department of Planning and Building

Town of McCordsville


Project:

PC-21-008, Colonnade PUD
Petitioner: 

Platinum Properties  
Request:
The petitioner is seeking a favorable recommendation on a rezone from Residential-1 (R-1) to Colonnade PUD.  
Staff Review:
This property has been zoned R-1 since at least 2011 when the Town took over Planning & Zoning authority from the County.  The property is currently mostly open field, which is farmed and consists of two parcels.  A legal drain bisects the property. The property has frontage along CR 750N and CR 700N.  


Existing Land Use & Zoning

The subject parcel is approximately 100 acres and is located approximately ¼ mile east of CR 600W.  Adjacent properties are zoned as follows:
· North: Undeveloped agricultural land zoned R-1
· East: Undeveloped agricultural land zoned R2.5 by the County

· South: Champion Lake residential subdivision (single-family) zoned PUD
· West: McCordsville Elementary School zoned R-1 
Infrastructure


The subject property is located within the Town’s sanitary sewer territory.  Sanitary service will be provided via a gravity sewer.  Water service is provided by Citizens Energy Group.  Vehicular site access will be provided via an entrance on CR 750N and an entrance on CR 700N.  Additionally, two street stubs will be provided to adjoining properties to the east and west.  Internal sidewalks and perimeter paths will also be installed in accordance with the Town’s Ordinances, as well as multi-use path along the legal drain.  Furthermore, if acceptable to the Mt. Vernon School Corporation, a trail connection the elementary school will also be provided. Drainage infrastructure will be installed in compliance with the Town’s requirements.  
Development Proposal


The proposed subdivision includes 291 lots on +/- 100 acres, with a stipulation that density cannot exceed 2.95 units/acre.  The three closest subdivisions feature the following densities:

· Champion Lake:

1.3 u/a
· Gateway Crossing

4.45 u/a 

· Old Town
:

4.9 u/a 

In keeping with many of the Town’s PUDs the petitioner is proposing a number of specific bulk standards that would apply within the PUD.  Highlights of those bulk standards are noted below, please note there are five (5) distinct districts within the proposal:

The Development Standards for Area A (Townhomes):
1. Maximum Number of Lots


79 

2. Minimum Lot Area



1,000 Square Feet

3. Minimum Lot Width


20 feet

4. Minimum Front Yard Setback

15 feet

5. Minimum Side Yard Setback

5 feet*

6. Minimum Rear Yard Setback

20 feet

7. Minimum Livable Floor Area

1,100 square feet

8. Maximum Lot Coverage


N/A

9. Maximum Height-Principal


40 feet

10. Maximum Dwelling Units per Lot

1

11. Maximum No. of Dwellings per Building
8

*Minimum side-yard setback applies to Buildings. 

The Development Standards for Area B (Cornerstone):
1. Maximum Number of Lots


34

2. Minimum Lot Area



3,780 Square Feet

3. Minimum Lot Width 


40 feet

4. Minimum Front Yard Setback

10 feet

5. Minimum Driveway Depth


20 feet 

6. Minimum Side Yard Setback

0 feet*

7. Minimum Rear Yard Setback

15 feet

8. Minimum Livable Floor Area

1,800 square feet

9. Maximum Lot Coverage


N/A

10. Maximum Height-Principal


35 feet

11. Minimum Building Separation

10 feet**

* Minimum setback on either side of the structure.  Homes with masonry on the side 

   elevations may encroach into the Min. side-yard setback a maximum of 6 inches.

** Minimum building separation does not include roof overhangs or masonry wainscot. 

The Development Standards for Area C (50’ Wide):
1. Maximum Number of Lots


83

2. Minimum Lot Area



6,500 Square Feet

3. Minimum Lot Width at Building Line
50 feet

4. Minimum Front Yard Setback


25 feet

5. Minimum Side Yard Setback


5 feet

6. Minimum Rear Yard Setback


15 feet

7. Minimum Livable Floor Area


1,800 square feet (single story)

2200 square feet (multi-story)

8. Maximum Lot Coverage



50%

9. Maximum Height-Principal



35 feet

10. Minimum Building Separation


10 feet 

* Minimum setback on either side of the structure.  Homes with masonry on the side 

   elevations may encroach into the Min. side-yard setback a maximum of 6 inches.

** Minimum building separation does not include roof overhangs or masonry wainscot. 

The Development Standards for Area D (80’ Wide):
1. Maximum Number of Lots



74 

2. Minimum Lot Area




11,200 Square Feet

3. Minimum Lot Width at Building Line

80 feet

4. Minimum Front Yard Setback


30 feet

5. Minimum Side Yard Setback


15 feet

6. Minimum Rear Yard Setback


15 feet

7. Minimum Livable Floor Area


2,000 square feet (single story)

2500 square feet (multi-story)

8. Maximum Lot Coverage



50%

9. Maximum Height-Principal



35 feet

10. Minimum Building Separation


30 feet 

* Minimum setback on either side of the structure.  Homes with masonry on the side 

   elevations may encroach into the Min. side-yard setback a maximum of 6 inches.

** Minimum building separation does not include roof overhangs or masonry wainscot. 

The Development Standards for Area E (90’ Wide):
1. Maximum Number of Lots



13 

2. Minimum Lot Area




12,000 Square Feet

3. Minimum Lot Width at Building Line

90 feet

4. Minimum Front Yard Setback


30 feet

5. Minimum Side Yard Setback


10 feet

6. Minimum Rear Yard Setback


15 feet

7. Minimum Livable Floor Area


2,000 square feet (single story)

2,400 square feet (multi-story)

8. Maximum Lot Coverage



35% 

9. Maximum Height-Principal



35 feet

10. Minimum Building Separation


20 feet 

* Minimum setback on either side of the structure.  Homes with masonry on the side 

   elevations may encroach into the Min. side-yard setback a maximum of 6 inches.

** Minimum building separation does not include roof overhangs or masonry wainscot. 

The petitioner’s proposal also includes a number of architectural, landscaping, and other design standards.  We will not list all those standards in this staff report.  Some elements of the proposal will be discussed in the Staff Comments below.  In addition, staff will have a matrix prepared comparing the proposed PUD standards to those of some recent subdivisions and those in the Town’s Zoning Ordinance.   
Staff Comments:
This petition seeks to arrange the lots in a manner that produces attached, for-sale residential units (townhomes) to far north end of the property and begins decreasing density moving south.  This concept of higher density to the north and low density to the south was specifically requested by staff.  This site is directly across the street from the future Town Center.  Town Center, as master-planned by the Town, is a walkable, mixed-use development.  It is necessary for the vitality of Town Center to promote higher density residential around its periphery.  Interestingly, due to the large lot sizes on the southern side of the project site the overall density is still less than 3 units per acre.  One of the goals staff set for any development on this site, was to ensure a product, with adequate massing was placed along CR 750N.  The petitioner has provided that by committing to a townhome product (Area A) along CR 750N, which “front-faces” CR 750N and includes alley-load garages.  The next housing type south of the Townhomes is Area B and it will feature Finecraft Builder’s Cornerstone Series.  This is a unique product and certainly provides something for buyers they cannot currently find in McCordsville.  Area C, directly south of Area B and just north of the legal drain will feature a more traditional product from Beazer Homes.  South of the legal drain is Area D, which will also feature a traditional product from Beazer on a larger 80’ wide lot.  Finally, Area E, adjacent to CR 700N will feature a traditional home offering from Finecraft on 90’ wide lots.  

While we are promoting some density with this project it was important to be context-sensitive to Champion Lake, which features large lots on well and septic.  Thus, the lots in Area E will “front-face” CR 700N, in order to mirror the “front-facing” Champion Lake homes.  Additionally, the developer has committed to a buffer-yard along CR 700N.  This buffer-yard would feature mounding, averaging 6’ in height (as measured from the grade of the centerline of CR 700N), and 10 trees and 10 shrubs per 100 lineal feet.  

The petitioner has also committed to using a full cutoff streetlight for the entire development, as this has been something requested by residents in Champion Lake previously.  

Open space in the development is mostly located along the legal drain.  This creates somewhat of central gathering area for both sides of the development.  Currently, the petitioner has not programmed any amenities into their open space.  

One of staff’s initial concerns was ensuring adequate parking for the townhome area.  The petitioner concurred with the concern and has committed to a special street section for the northernmost east-west street that will create true on-street parking spaces.

Staff has also sought out a traffic study for this project and others proposed in the area.  We hope to have data from the traffic study back prior to this petition going to the Town Council for final action.  We do anticipate that study demonstrating the need for intersection improvements.  The Town Engineer will be prepared to speak in more detail regarding this at the meeting.   

At the time of this report, staff has received 14 letters of remonstrance to this petition.  Those letters have been uploaded to the online agenda.  Staff will be prepared to address comments in those letters applicable to staff at the meeting.     
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 Mixed-use, Public/Semi-public, Neighborhood Commercial and Open Space. According to the Comprehensive Plan Mixed-use is intended to encourage a high-tech, energy efficient, environmentally responsible mix of residential, retail, commercial, medical, office, public and educational facilities, recreation and institutional development.  The purpose is to create vibrant and attract gathering place for the entire community in the form of a new Town Center with adequate provisions for distinct and interconnected multi-generational uses.  The Neighborhood Commercial category is described as a commercial area that should be developed to serve adjacent neighborhoods.  These areas are located immediately adjacent to residential areas and should be designed at the human scale.  The purpose is to reduce the number of trips taken on the community’s primary arterial and collector streets, rather than to replace centrally located commercial developments.  The Public/Semi-public and Open Space categories do not have detailed descriptions; however, in short Public/Semi-public can be described as area for institutional and public facilities, while Open Space is fairly self-explanatory.
Clearly, since the drafting of the Comprehensive Plan in 2011 the Town has changed.  The exact location for Town Center has been further defined as the +/- 130 acres north of CR 750N, south of SR 67 & SR 234, and east of Mt. Comfort Road.  The Comprehensive Plan included that area, but also approximately 45% of the petitioner’s site.  The Comprehensive Plan also considered a significant portion of the elementary school site as Neighborhood Commercial.  The point staff would like to make is, the Comprehensive Plan is a guide, a visioning document, but it cannot and should not be followed literally.  The growth of any community is a constantly evolving situation and we as a community must make decisions that we believe benefit the community, without losing sight of our guiding documents like the Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map, etc, but also not beholden to those documents.    
The Town has determined where Town Center will be located.  That was a major decision, that was years in the making.  It can, has and should have a cascading effect on land use decisions of properties abutting and nearby.  Developments such as the one proposed, are complimentary to Town Center.  Yes, it does deviate from a literal interpretation of the Comprehensive Plan.  However, the proposal is an appropriate land use and density.  Furthermore, I think it can be argued that not only is the proposal less intense than what is called for in the Comprehensive Plan, it could be considered consistent with the Comprehensive Plan when not taking a literal interpretation.  This project features some open space, mixed-residential product types, and a more compact, walkable site design.  All of these things are described in the categories called for by the Comprehensive Plan.  The only thing this project doesn’t propose, that is called for in the Comprehensive Plan, is commercial development.   
Staff is supportive of this petition; however, we do need to call attention to a few items we feel the Plan Commission must be aware of.  
1. The brick percentages proposed within this development do not meet the level the Town has traditionally seen in the developments approved since the recession.

2. The anti-monotony standards for Areas A & B are different from the Town’s standard.  Deviation from our standard does make sense, as these are a much different product that we’ve seen in the past.

3. The Zoning Ordinance limits a specific elevation to being built on no more than 10% of the lots, the petitioner is requesting to increase this number to 20%.

4. The minimum size of homes for Area E is smaller than we’ve seen in the past for lots of this size.  

5. Currently there is no commitment to basements for any of the Areas.  

Following a satisfactory resolution to staff’s comments above, and the public hearing, we recommend sending a favorable recommendation to the Town Council. The full of actions available to the Commission are: 

(a) a favorable recommendation, (b) no recommendation, (c) unfavorable recommendation, or (d) continue the petition.
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