Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes
July 17, 2018

Call to Order and Roll Call

MEMBERS PRESENT: Mike Cousins, Steve Duhamell, Jon Horton, John Price, Devin Stettler, Tom Strayer and Barry Wood.

OTHERS PRESENT: Director of Planning Ryan Crum, Town Manager Tonya Galbraith, Town Engineer Mark Witsman, Attorney Greg Morelock and Planning Administrative Assistant Michelle Strader.

Agenda Consideration 
Mr. Crum stated there are no agenda considerations other than to point out there are two continuance requests tonight; one for Daniel’s Vineyard and one for Geist Montessori. 
Approval of Minutes
Motion by Mr. Price to approve the minutes from the April 17, 2018 meeting as presented. Second by Mr. Horton. Motion carried 7/0. 

Old Business
Weavers Landing Rezone to Planned-Unit Development (PUD)
Atty. Ron Pritzke, representative from Premier Land Company, stated Premier is owned by Todd Roberts and Ed Hackett. Ed and Todd would like to develop another single-family residential subdivision on a 78-acre parcel at the northeast corner of 700 West and 650 North. If we receive the approvals, it will be called Weavers Landing. We made our first informal presentation before the Town Council in April. We originally proposed 203 lots, but lost a lot when we added the pool and pool house, as was suggested to us by a Council member. Our density will be 2.6 units per acre compared to 3.15 units per acre in Austin Trace. Our open space will almost be 31% compared to 21% in Austin Trace and well over the 25% requirement of the McCordsville Ordinance. We will have 202 lots whereas Austin Trace has 315 lots. In addition to the pool and the pool house another amenity will be a playground, which will be in the same area. We’re also preserving 8 acres of woods along the east property line. There will be three entrances to the project; one on 700 West, one on 650 North and an internal connection with Austin Trace. The entrance via 650 has been lined up intentionally to match the entrance of Sagebrook. 
Staff Comment
Mr. Crum handed out a comparison matrix to the board, which compares these standards to that of Austin Trace, Gateway Crossing, our standard Zoning Ordinance and Sagebrook. Staff is generally supportive of this proposal, but we did note three concerns in the Staff Report; one is relating to side-load garages, one relates to front-load garage width and the third is front elevation returns. Past those three concerns, we are supportive of the project. We believe it’s a proper land use for the area. It is certainly meeting many of our requirements; the internal sidewalks, perimeter asphalt path along their entire frontage, they are meeting and exceeding our landscape requirements along the entire perimeter of the development, they have also included some signage concepts within their packet. We did receive one remonstrance letter, which I have attempted to respond to those concerns in the Staff Report. Mr. Crum reviewed the comparison matrix with the board. 
Mr. Strayer asked what kind of commitments are there for the wooded area. Mr. Crum stated the wooded area would be covered in a conservation easement so there would be some limited clearing. They chose, and staff supports, a mulch trail because it leads to less destruction or tearing out of the trees. The mulch does decrease accessibility to some degree. There would be more frequent maintenance than an asphalt trail would require. It’s private property, it’s not in the public easement, so it would be the responsibility of the HOA to maintain the trail. 
Mr. Wood stated one of the concerns I have is the pool/playground area being located where it is. I don’t particularly like that for a couple reasons; one, it is right on the main road and secondly, it’s as far away from some of the back homes as you can get which doesn’t make it overly convenient for them. I noticed on one of the earlier renderings it was somewhere in the middle; I would like to see that old set-up somewhere in the middle of the addition. The 17 corner lots that have been identified; I would like to see the side-load garage on those. At some point we have to have some kind of a buffer going in other directions; in the case, the undeveloped land is to the east. I don’t know if it’s possible, but on the homes that are in the back area maybe look at doing something more for the next addition to the east. 
Mr. Stettler stated a concern that I have is the widths of the garages. Have there been any discussions about whether or not sheds are going to be allowed because garages are so narrow that you can’t get all of your personal belongings in there. Mr. Price stated particularly with the trash toters. Mr. Crum stated staff has not had any discussions about sheds in this development, but the Town itself allows sheds on residential properties. There are some restrictions in size and location, but we do allow them. 
Public Comment
William Clarke lives on Carroll Road in Lawrence; his southeast property line borders the property. Mr. Clarke stated concerns he has about flooding on his property after Austin Trace was built and asked the board to postpone the development until the City of Lawrence can get something solved with the water situation and how to handle it. Mr. Clarke stated I have spoken with Sandy Velez, the Manager of Maplewood Trailer Park, and they have in their 2019 budget the money to completely rework the floodwater drainage system in the Mobile Home Park, which is a good thing because it’s the first time it’s been done since the early 50’s. 
David Parnell, who is on the Utility Service Board for the City of Lawrence, also asked for an extension and stated concerns about flooding that started after Austin Trace was built. 
Motion by Mr. Price to give an additional 10 minutes of comments. Second by Mr. Horton. Motion carried 7/0. 
Mr. Parnell continued stating concerns about flooding. 
Ruth Lipscomb stated when I first moved out there we owned horses. We didn’t have this until Austin Trace went in and 4 ½ years ago we were forced to give away our horses because of the watershed that comes from Hancock County and floods us out. The damage to my yard already is in the thousands and have lost two family pets because of this flooding and don’t want to lose anything else. 
Mark Rumreich, who is the Indian Lake Homeowner’s Association President, stated we have a very large watershed compared to the size of our lake. We get a lot of sedimentation and flooding and that costs us money. In my letter to Mr. Henderson, I explained that this development will harm Indian Lake; we’re going to see more sediment and we’re going to see more water. We’ve gone so far as to purchase our own bridge to try and keep the cost down. As far as the amount of water, the DNR requires that significant hazard dams be able to withstand a 50% PNT flood without failing. Our rating is about 20% of that so we have to remedy it. We’ve been saving our money for 15 years, but we’re nowhere close to the $2,000,000 it’s going to cost us to remedy it. Every time a new development goes in it hurts us just a little bit more. We asked the petitioner for a contribution of a little less than $10,000 to help offset these costs. I know it was last minute, but that was our request. The petitioner was not able to provide any commitment to me. I would ask the Plan Commission to not approve this PUD, but rather shoot for something with lower density because what happens is the higher the density the more impervious area and the more impervious area the more water that you get running off that’s going to hurt everybody. 
Steven McGaughey asked what impact this subdivision is going to have on Austin Trace and the woods behind it. Mr. Crum stated the woods would be preserved. Mr. McGaughey stated I don’t think this should be allowed because somewhere down the line someone is going to pay. 
Mr. Parnell submitted pictures. 
Rebuttal 
Richard Henderson, representative from Premier Land Company, reviewed a PowerPoint presentation with the board noting the discharge rates for storm events. Mr. Henderson stated it comes through that single culvert pipe that they’re referring to and showed you maps and pictures of the flooding in the neighbor’s yards. It’s a lot of water and you can’t expect there not to be some erosion occurring across that in its existing conditions. Austin Trace had no effect on that watershed; all of that watershed goes up to the north. What’s coming through that culvert pipe on this property; none of that water comes from Austin Trace. That development did not cause any erosion or anything to occur. 
Mr. Witsman stated there are capacity issues and floodplain issues downstream; these are not anything new. I have seen and had discussions about this since Austin Trace went in in 2000 into 2001. I do want to be sympathetic to downstream residents, but I do have to admit that asking for an additional month after 17 years seems kind of ridiculous. There’s a capacity issue and floodplain issue that needs to be addressed downstream. I don’t think that is solved by stopping development upstream or reducing density upstream. One of the comments was you’ll see an increased volume from increased impervious area; that’s true, you will get the increased runoff, but the way that works is it’s detained in your detention pond and released over time. You don’t see a higher peak, but you see a longer period of flow. This is very early to have drainage discussions before we’ve actually done drainage calculations, but I am supportive of the development and don’t have any concerns on meeting the drainage ordinance. If they do have issues, they have to have those addressed before we grant approval. We have a lot of review yet to do. I am very positive to hear that Lawrence may do something, but that is not the first time I’ve heard that. I think there’s some legitimacy to the erosion complaints, but I don’t think it’s necessarily entirely caused by Austin Trace. You get just as much erosion off of the agricultural field flowing through there, you’re going to get a reduced flow; the difference is where you get a high impact flow from that agricultural field, this will be a long sustained lower flow. We looked at that around 2004 or 2005; Hancock County did a study of the Austin Trace flow to see if there was any possibility of increasing the detention and they didn’t end up taking any action it because I don’t think it created any great improvement from that. In the study it was pointed out that it was not because of an issue caused by the Austin Trace development, but rather taken to try to address downstream complaints. 
Mr. Strayer stated I remember we had a meeting and at that time it was also decided that the problem was the water didn’t have any place to go and Lawrence really needed to take care of that issue. That was years ago and they still haven’t taken care of their problem. Lawrence is who should have been hearing about these drainage problems all along and gotten it fixed rather than trying to stop more water from coming in. It should be going out at the level it should be going out.
Mr. Witsman stated in the 18 years since Austin Trace was proposed the only drainage improvement I’m aware of is I think they replaced one of the structures on the railroad and then the state went through and did a drainage improvement down along Pendleton Pike. Mr. Strayer stated and we’re approving drainage improvements in the old town and all around nonstop to try to correct our flooding problems within our area. Lawrence needs to be doing the same thing and we can’t control that. If Lawrence would have spent the same amount of money as we’ve spent in the village to fix those problems a lot of these problems would have been fixed by now. Ms. Galbraith stated there was also an issued with the willow tree branches by the mobile home park that was stopping a lot of the flow too. Mr. Henderson stated there was a 12” field tile and it started close to the Carroll Road site and went west on this property. When Austin Trace came in we pulled out at least a 20’ long log out of the field time that was completely packed with roots from the trees. We made a lot of those repairs at the time Austin Trace first went in; came through and modified, improved and repaired the field tiles because they were completely blocked. Mr. Price stated I’m surprised to hear that it’s been seven years since we’ve had a discussion with Lawrence if this is such a big issue. Mr. Strayer stated it’s not our residents that are having a problem with it; it’s Lawrence residents that are having a problem and Lawrence should have been taking care of their residents. Mr. Witsman stated we tend to only hear this when we have a development.
Mr. Crum stated it’s important to note that even if this were to move forward tonight we are multiple months away before anything happening on site. Mr. Henderson stated if we get a favorable recommendation, we move to Town Council then we also have to start our Engineer moving forward with detailed construction plans and designs and that would take us until January or February. So we wouldn’t be starting any construction activity until spring of next year at the earliest. 
Mr. Henderson stated there was a comment about the amenities. One of the things we were trying to do by the request of staff was they wanted to make sure we had a presence and to enhance our entryways. One of the reasons we moved it to that location was to help with the entrance features coming into the neighborhood. 
Jeff Hoza, representative from D.R. Horton, stated one of the concerns was the number of rear elevations backing up to major arterials. One of the ways we do that is create a more pleasing entry by allowing the pool to give a more pleasant entry into the community rather than just having it in the back of someone’s house. There were three issues; one of those is garage width. Our plans are designed for a 20’ garage. We have a 4’ bump-out plan and we would model that 4’ bump-out and we’ll find many of the residents who want to take it. We would provide that as an option on the houses. The second is the side-load garages. We see in larger lot neighborhoods where a side-load provides relief on the front elevation because you can hide the garage. In this community, on a 60’ lot, you can’t do that. All you’re doing is allowing that garage moving from the front of the house from one street to another street. I simply don’t see the value of it. I don’t think it’s necessary to do the number that had been proposed on every corner lot. The third is the brick returns. We build a well built, affordable house for people. Brick returns on the front are an added cost to the consumer. It’s not something they see value in like they would a bump-out of the garage or larger square feet of the house. Mr. Horton asked what the average price in a community like this is. Mr. Hoza stated that’s hard to tell right now because we’re over a year away. I can tell you the market right now is telling me it’s somewhere in the mid 2’s to 300. I think that will cross over into the 300’s as we’re finished. We’ll allow people to option up and choose higher elevations of higher quality and more interior features to allow them to get to that price point. Mr. Horton asked what the cost of the 4’ bump-out usually is. Mr. Hoza stated 3 to $4,000 option. 
Mr. Strayer stated we have been trying to get away from having so much of the garage sticking out in front because it acts like part of the front of the house; the return does. I think it makes a big difference. Mr. Duhamell stated are we not working around a situation of the fact that we were dealing with such a small width  that we have here instead of the 70’ width that we have predominately in other subdivisions. Mr. Price stated I concur. Mr. Strayer stated I agree. The standards on this aren’t the direction our standards are going for the rest of the community. Mr. Henderson stated the majority of the transition that we have going to the east is wooded area. Mr. Strayer stated that’s why I was stepping back from what Barry was saying may be in talking more of just the frontage of homes. So the frontage homes, at least, would be transitioning to the next subdivision. Mr. Henderson stated we left about a 30’ tree buffer so the cul-de-sac doesn’t even go all the way to the property line as far as lots. 
Mr. Crum stated I feel a discussion about lot width is appropriate right now. We are looking at this area as an area that might be appropriate for some smaller lot widths. It’s going to be at a price point, which may not be as high as other parts of the town and that leads to smaller lots, more affordability. I think the builder would do 70’, but that’s going to tear out that wooded area. From a staff perspective, we felt there was a value with going with the smaller lot width and maintaining the tree area. Mr. Duhamell stated I understand what you’re saying about the lot widths, but you could also go from 200 homes to 170 homes and you can have a variance of elevations that you’re not showing because you’re all trying to work around the bump-out, which a bump-out is still a front-load garage. If you go with a 70’ width then you can get into more variances and different elevations. It leads to more value. It means that you have more of an expensive home, but it’s not a game-changing price. Mr. Crum stated I’ll let the builder talk about pricing, but going back to the density thing is something that we have to be cognizant of. The density is not out of line. Mr. Hoza stated going to a 70’ lot would not allow a side-entry on those lots. Going up in lot size is absolutely an option; it certainly limits the affordability the community provides. It’s my experience customers really don’t pay for lot width, they pay for their house. These lots are fairly deep and allow for generous backyards. Mr. Strayer asked but you’re not willing to change any of the architectural requirements as far as the returns or any of that. Mr. Hoza stated that would not our wish to change those. Mr. Price asked or the width of the garage. Mr. Hoza stated we’ve offered to offer the 4’ bump-out and we think people will take it. Mr. Price stated it won’t meet the zoning requirements because zoning requirements are 22’. Mr. Crum stated right, so they are providing 20’ bays and then offering a 4’ option. Mr. Strayer stated normally what we would expect to see is if you’re stepping back on some requirements, we would expect that you’re stepping up on others. Mr. Crum stated on the 20’, while staff is asking for the 22’ that is not common necessarily. If you look at anything being built right now, Woodhaven and Villages at Brookside, those are 20’ wide standard garages. While it’s something we would like to achieve as we get trash and recycle toters, 20’ is standard in many places. Mr. Price stated but we’ve had a lot of issues with that. We’re changing what we’re doing from a waste disposal process so that’s going to have a cascade effect into the garages. Mr. Henderson if 22’ is your standard width, we no longer could do a 4’ bump-out option because that puts us into the side-yard. 
Atty. Prietzke stated Richard did an analysis of the homes in Austin Trace that have sold in the recent past and those are at about $128,000 assessed value so fair market is higher than that, but that gives you an idea. Austin Trace has held up very nicely over the years, but this is going to be a significantly nicer subdivision with much higher price points. The architectural requirements that we committed to are significantly greater than what’s being built in Sagebrook and Austin Trace. 
Mr. Price stated there seems to be a lot of issues around this development; some of them downstream with the waste water that’s not going to be resolved for quite some time. The petitioner is unwilling for the garage width, lot width and side garage. Mr. Duhamell asked what do we do about the width of the lots themselves. Mr. Crum stated if you want this to move along you would need to go along with the 60’ because that’s what they proposed. If you don’t want 60’ then your vote will reflect that. You could go with a wider lot, but you’re going to lose trees. Mr. Duhamell stated why do we have to take the trees out. Why can’t we just have less lots; if you had 40% at 70’ widths you would have 180 homes, not 200 homes. 
Mr. Henderson stated we would like to throw out a commitment to provide a minimum of 10 side-load garages. We can work with Ryan in regard to which are the best 10 to make that commitment. In regard to changing everything to 70’ lots, based on our land price and so on that we’re contracted with and the rest of the development costs, that would be very difficult if not unfeasible to lose that many lots on the project. 
Mr. Crum reviewed the Staff Report responses regarding a letter of public comment that was received from Carla and Bryan Brooks and noted the comments were regarding the negative reviews online of D.R. Horton, the number of homes proposed, increased traffic on Odessa Way, location of pool and playground, the disposition of trees along the property line parallel to Odessa Way, changes to the drainage which could affect runoff, and long-term effect of allowing large dense development of open space to the appeal of living in McCordsville. Mr. Price asked about “warranty of habitability” that was noted in the letter. Mr. Hoza stated is a lot like a warranty of merchantability, which is the ability to use the product for the purpose you intended to use it. If you’re talking about a home, they are describing that they can’t use the home as a home. I don’t specifically know the case. Mr. Horton stated it’s in reference to a lawsuit that D.R. Horton has unlawfully required homebuyers to waive warranty of habitability. Mr. Price stated the town will give them a Certificate of Occupancy saying that the house is safe. Mr. Crum stated we are saying the house complies with Indiana Residential Building Code. Mr. Price stated the second thing is talking about a groundwater underdrain system that the Aurora Homeowners Association had some issues. Are basements planned for these homes? Mr. Hoza stated the basements will be an option. 
Atty. Prietzke stated in an effort to find middle ground, if the issue on the brick return is value, as Jeff articulated earlier we don’t think our customers are going to see that as value, but what they would see as value is perhaps a bigger house. What we would offer in return for not being required to do that in brick returns would be to increase the minimum square footage of our two-story homes an additional 100 square feet from 1,800 to 1,900. According to the experts I have here on our team, it will add about $10,000 in value if a homeowner wants to build a two-story home. I will also say that if you’re one of the biggest home builders in the country, you might get some complaints on the internet from time to time. 
Todd Roberts stated in order to make the project work financially, we’re in a location and a price point that we’re already double the values of our adjacent neighborhood and it has to stop somewhere. In terms of cost on a development, you have to think about street frontage, the cost of street frontage is where a lot of the cost is. Where I would agree with larger lot widths, it does, in fact, impact the price a fair amount. We think we’ve tried to reach out and try to give you what we think would be a good representation of what we can do for the town, but also keep it at a point that the project is successful. 
Mr. Parnell stated there was talk about how Lawrence hasn’t tried to clear the ditch. When Tom Snyder was Mayor he cleared the ditch all the way down to Doug Smith’s property and when he got to that property Doug Smith said “if you step on my property, I’m going to sue you guys”. So Lawrence threw up their hands and at the time the Council wouldn’t vote for it. We’re just asking for a month. Mr. Wood stated it’s going to take months before anything else more on it and reviewed the process with Mr. Parnell. 

Motion by Mr. Horton to make a favorable recommendation on Weaver’s Landing Rezone to Planned-Unit Development (PUD) as amended with a minimum of 10 side-load garages, an additional 100 square foot minimum on two-story homes in lieu of the brick returns and add a 4’ bump-out on the garage to the model home. Second by Mr. Strayer. Motion carried on the following roll call vote:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Stettler	-	Yes		Mr. Horton		-	Yes
Mr. Price	-	No		Mr. Strayer		-	Yes
Mr. Cousins	-	Yes		Mr. Wood		-	No
Mr. Duhamell	-	No

New Business from the floor – None  
Announcements – None  
Adjournment 

There being no further business, meeting was adjourned. 
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