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ADVISORY PLAN COMMISSION
Minutes
Brownsburg Town Hall
61 North Green Street
Brownsburg, Indiana 46112

Monday, March 22, 2021
The Brownsburg Advisory Plan Commission was convened at 6:00 PM with a moment of silence and the
Pledge of Allegiance. A roll call was taken; where upon determination of quorum was found.
Members Present:

Ryan DeYoung, Ben Lacey, Richard Miller, Shawn Pabst, Brett Scowden and
Matt Simpson

Members Absent:

Chris Worley

Also Present:

Jodi Dickey, AICP- Director, Lauren Gillingham, AICP Cand.- Planner I and
Heather Wetzel- Administrative Assistant

C. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES
1. February 22. 2021- Regular Meeting

Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to APPROVE the February 22, 2021 regular meeting
minutes, seconded by Matt Simpson, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
D. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND REPORTS OF DETERMINATION
1. PCMA-01-21-1869

601 E. Main Street Rezone To Cl

2. PCPP-01-21-1870

Town Homes At Wynne Farms Primary Plat

3. PCCZ-01-21-1871

Musselman Conditional Rezone To PD

4. PCCA-01-21-1873

W. Wynne Farms Commitment Amendment

5. PCMA-01-21-1874

W. Wynne Farms PD Amendment

Motion: Shawn Pabst made a motion to APPROVE the Findings of Fact and Reports of
Determination for PCMA-01-21-1869, PCPP-01-21-1870, PCCZ-01-21-1871, PCCA-01-21-1873
and PCMA-01-21-1874, seconded by Ryan DeYoung, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained.
E. HEARING OF REQUESTS FOR CONTINUANCES
1. PCMA-11-20-1859
Redwood Rezone To M2
A request for a conditional zoning map amendment, to amend the zoning on approximately 31.28
acres of real estate, located at US 136 and CR 600 N, from Agricultural (AG) to Medium Density
Multiple-family Residential (M2), for the purpose of creating a multiple-family residential
subdivision.
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Parcels: 32-07-04-400-004.000-016
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented By: Russell L. Brown, Clark, Quinn, Moses, Scott & Grahn, LLP
Jodi Dickey told the Commission that at the January Plan Commission a water study and traffic
study was requested. Since the Applicant did not know when those would be completed they have
requested the case be tabled versus being continued month after month. When they were ready
to be heard, the case would be added to the agenda and they would re-notice the public meeting.

Motion: Brett Scowden made a motion to TABLE PCMA-11-20-1859 to a future undetermined
date, seconded by Ben Lacey, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
F. OLD BUSINESS
1. None

G. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS
1.

None

H. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. PSDP-02-21-1879
West Middle School Addition & Renovations DPR
A request for development plan review approval of four proposed building additions, asphalt
pavement for parking expansion and improvements, rerouting of the southern access drive and
walk, and stormwater conveyance and detention in an Institutional (IS) District, on approximately
43.3 acres, located at 1555 South Odell Street.
Parcels: 32-07-23-200-007.000-016
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Fred Prazeau, Context Design
Lauren Gillingham told the Commission that Staff would like to change the process of testimony
and have Staff introduce the projects, explain the process that each case was going through and
then give their own presentation first. Ms. Gillingham said the request was for development plan
review for additions and renovations for West Middle School, which was located at the corner of
Airport and Hornaday Rd and was zoned Institutional (IS). Four separate parts of the building
were being added and there were renovations totaling approximately 43,000 sq. ft., as well as a
reconfiguration of site traffic flow and an expansion of a parking lot. She said the existing building
and traffic configuration and then what was being proposed. The biggest change was to the traffic
circulation and expanded staff and visitor parking. She reviewed the locations of the proposed
additions. Ms. Gillingham said one benefit was much needed buffering between the school and
the perimeter roads.
The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use map called for Public/Semi Public uses which was
consistent with the proposal. The project also furthered the "Community Facilities and Services"
goal by providing buffering and increasing pedestrian safety by rerouting the drives to increase
pedestrian safety. She said the Development Plan satisfied all of the requirements for the IS
district, and all other applicable UDO requirements. The IS district was exempt from the UDO
Architectural Standards, however the proposed design and materials would match the design and
character of the surrounding areas as well as the existing building. There were no outstanding
TECH comments. Ms. Gillingham told the Plan Commission they were to hold a public hearing,
offer comments and suggestions of a petition, make findings of facts and take final action by
voting to approve, deny or continue the case.
Should Commissioners choose to make a recommendation, Staff was generally supportive of the
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proposal and recommended a positive recommendation on the following conditions:
(1) That a building permit be issued by March 22, 2023, two years from the date of this
approval.
(2) The completion of a Staff review and stamped approval of the Development Plan by the
Director of Development Services.
(3) A right-of-way permit must be issued prior to any work being done in the Town's rightof-way.
(4) A Pre-construction meeting must be scheduled at least 48 hours prior to any work being
done on-site.
(5) The approval of the Findings of Fact and Report of Determination by the Plan Commission.
Commissioners Shawn Pabst, Ryan DeYoung, Ben Lacey, Matt Simpson and Richard Miller did not
have any comments.
Commissioner Brett Scowden asked about the configuration of the current visitor parking. Fred
Prazeau, Context Design said they would straighten that up the curb cut to a 90° which was
better for sight triangles. He explained the changes to the inbound and outbound lanes. Mr.
Prazeau said the only thing not mentioned was car stacking for drop off and pickup. He reviewed
where they would stack cars and said they did not lose any stacking capacity in changes made to
the site circulation and traffic flow. Mr. Scowden said he traveled that line daily Monday through
Friday and his concern was with traffic turning in and out. Mr. Prazeau said they had reviewed
that at length to make sure they could follow all safety protocols, there was an opportunity to
peel off into the new north and west parking lot that did not conflict with that traffic movement.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Motion: Shawn Pabst made a motion to APPROVE PSDP-02-21-1879 subject to and conditioned
upon Staff recommendations, seconded by Ryan DeYoung, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
2. PSDP-02-21-1875
Dixon Properties DPR
A request for development plan review approval for an approximately 45,119 sq. ft. building and
associated parking, draining and infrastructure in a Motor Sports (MS) District, on approximately
2.38 acres, located at 469 North Point a.
Parcels: 32-07-12-356-004.000-016

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented by: Brian Cross, Civil Site Group, Inc.
Lauren Gillingham reviewed the case for the Commission stating it was a DPR for Dixon Properties,
2.38 acres located on Northpoint Circle in the Eagle Point Business Park. The property was
currently zoned Motor Sports and the request was for development plan approval for an
approximately 45,000 sq. ft. multi-tenant commercial building marketed towards motorsports
users. This would be a flex garage storage. They were previously granted approval of a
Development Standards Variance in 2007 to permit up to 86% lot coverage; Motor Sports zoning
permitted a maximum of 80% lot coverage.
Ms. Gillingham said the Future Land Use Map called for Flex/Light Industrial uses which was
consistent with this development. The development satisfied all requirements of the MS district
and all other applicable UDO requirements. Because the site was master planned, they did not
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have to worry about adequate drainage, utilities or road access as the lots were already parceled
out. The MS zoning district was exempt from the UDO Architectural Standards, however the
proposed design and materials would match, and in some cases actually exceed, the design and
character of the surrounding areas. Ms. Gillingham said the surrounding buildings were largely
EFIS on all fac;ades. The front fac;ade of the building would be 100% brick. She added that there
were no outstanding TECH comments. The Plan Commission should hold a public hearing, offer
comments and suggestions on the petition, make findings of facts, and take final action by voting
to approve, deny, or continue the case.
Should Commissioners choose to make a recommendation, Staff was generally supportive of the
proposal and recommended a positive recommendation on the following conditions:
(1) That a building permit be issued by March 22, 2023, two years from the date of this
approval.
(2) The completion of a Staff review and stamped approval of the Development Plan by the
Director of Development Services.
(3) A right-of-way permit must be issued prior to any work being done in the Town's rightof-way.
( 4) A Pre-construction meeting must be scheduled at least 48 hours prior to any work being
done on-site.
(5) The approval of the Findings of Fact and Report of Determination by the Plan Commission.
None of the Commissioners had any comments or questions.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to APPROVE PSDP-02-21-1875 subject to and conditioned
upon Staff recommendations, seconded by Matt Simpson, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
3. PCPP-02-21-1877
Bailey Park II Primary Plat
A request for primary plat approval for a two (2) lot minor subdivision, on approximately 4.92
acres, located on the South side of Patrick Place approximately 250' West of East Northfield Drive.
Parcels: 32-07-02-465-001.000-016 & 32-07-02-400-018.000-016

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented By: Gordan D. Kritz, Stoeppelwerth & Associates, Inc.
Lauren Gillingham told the Commission that Staff was requesting a continuance. As Staff was
doing their final plan review they realized another variance was required to be in line with the
Minor Subdivision requirements to change or edit the definition of a driveway as it pertained to
multifamily buildings with more than five units.

Motion: Brett Scowden made a motion to CONTINUE PCPP-02-21-1877 to April 26, 2021,
seconded by Ben Lacey, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED, RECESSED AND CONTINUED TO APRIL 26,
2021 AT 6 P.M.
4. PCCZ-02-21-1880
Fairview West Conditional Rezone to PD
A request for a Conditional Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the property from the Hendricks
County Agriculture Residential (HC AGR) district to the Planned Development (PD) district to allow
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for future residential development, on approximately 96 acres, located at 5820 and 5763 E County
Road 700 N.
Parcels: 32-02-33-300-003.000-001 and 32-07-04-200-006.000-001

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Chip Krusemark, Olthof Homes LLC
Jodi Dickey started the review stating this was a request for a rezone. Rezone proposals required
a public hearing. The Commission may forward a favorable, unfavorable or no recommendation
to the Town Council. A recommendation could include commitments or conditions for the Council
and that the petitioner needed to consider commitments. She said Staff was supportive of a
Favorable Recommendation to the Council. If the zoning was approved this would have to go
through the Town Council ordinance approval and then come back for platting and development
plan. The case was introduced at the March 11, 2021 Town Council meeting, councilors had no
comments. The Commission may remember that the project came in with a different version;
earlier it was forwarded with a positive recommendation to the Council and the Council declined
to approve that. The petitioner amended his plan and was bringing the new plan forward that
evening. Ms. Dickey said the property was 96 acres requesting a rezone to Planned Development.
The Future Land Use Map contemplated the area appropriate for single-family detached and some
Neighborhood Commercial. The Comp Plan contemplated up to six units per acre. The petitioner
was proposing a single-family residential subdivision with no commercial component. She
described the location south of I-74 on the north and south side of CR 700 just north of Greystone.
The property was currently zoned AGR and currently vacant. She showed a conceptual plan for
how the home sites were outlined on the property. The parcels gained access from CR 700. On
the south side there were some stub roads into the existing Greystone subdivision. The proposal
was 137 lots which was about 1.4 units per acre of overall density. The concept plan showed the
open space areas and a wooded area in the north closest to the highway that was being preserved
for open space. Ms. Dickey said the total open space was about 45% and the UDO only required
15% for residential PDs and some of this exceeded that.
State code required that the Commission pay reasonable regard to five separate criteria when
considering rezone proposals: the comprehensive plan, the current conditions and structures in
the district, the most desirable land use in the zoning district, the conservation of property values
throughout the jurisdiction, and responsible development and growth. Ms. Dicky said her staff
report discussed each one of those in detail. Staff supported a positive recommendation when
the proposal first came through. According to the traffic study that was done the petitioner had
agreed to pay his share of the cost of the traffic that he would be producing with this
development. Staff would like to make that a commitment of approval that they would pay
$33,672 to defer to defray thoroughfare improvements generated by the development.
Shawn Pabst said it appeared that most of the items were greater than the existing R3 or the TR,
for the smaller units, with the exception of the minimum width was less five feet which then
correlated to a side yard setback being less.
Mr. Pabst felt there should be additional lots on both the north and south sections that were not
called out in the Exterior Materials section. The Applicant and Staff said all of the corner lots
would have enhanced architecture and that there were additional lots added to those
requirements as well. The plans would be cleaned up to make that distinction.
Ryan DeYoung had no questions at that time.
Ben Lacey confirmed there were 77 single-family lots with a 75 ft. lot width and 56 paired villas
with 60 ft. widths for a total of 137 total units and 1.4 units per acre.
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Matt Simpson asked when the potential light would go in that would address the traffic from this
development as well as Greystone. Ms. Dickey did not have the exact timeframe. Mr. Krusemark
stated than in prior conversations with Todd Barker they mainly talked about the contribution
towards the stoplight. They were also asking for credit for the trail that they were going to be
extending on the south end/north side of 700 which was a similar consideration that Greystone
received on their first project. They expected that to be in the $8,000 to $10,000 nature.
Richard Miller asked Staff if this development impacted the water supply and pressure as the
Redwood development did. Ms. Dickey said that was not an issue when the proposal first came
forward and then Greystone became an issue. Pulte was asked to pay for a water study for
Greystone North, which was being conducted. Staff did not ask this Petitioner to make any
payment toward that, if that was something that the Commission would like Olthof Homes to do
they could make that request and have that ratified by Town Council. Mr. Miller said his concern
would be having a condition with the development that improvements were made if necessary
per the report. He did not know if this was an impact to that same area or not. Lauren Gillingham
stated that the Water Department had a new Director since then and he was the one who raised
the water issues.
Brett Scowden asked Mr. Miller if he was trying to ask if it was responsible development if the
Town could not supply water to homes there. Mr. Miller said yes and asked if there was a schedule
for when the report would be done for the other developments. Ms. Dickey replied she had not
heard a timeframe on when that study was going to be completed but that it was underway.
Mr. Miller said he liked the large open space and believed it was a benefit to the incoming
community.
Mr. Scowden said he always had concerns with PDs. PDs were supposed to have a mixed use or
be unique. The Applicant's statement said the uniqueness of this project was that there were
multiple residential products being offered in one development, rather than having separate and
distinct developments each with their own product type. Mr. Scowden thought there were other
projects in the area that also had the same type of mix and asked the Applicant what made this
project fit into the criteria of a PD. Mr. Krusemark said that the site was quite unique, especially
in relation to the most recently approved PD adjoining their property. This site had 19 acres of
woods which would be preserved and trails would be added. This site had a challenge of having
nine acres of pipeline easements on it which was indicative of what they had had to do to make
this come to fruition. There was the unfortunate aspect of having an interstate highway across
the northern boundary. None of those things were present on a nearby property. The density
was 1.4. They were trying to make the best out of the wooded area, the ravines and the trails
within those woods for the benefit of not only the people that would be living there, but the
community as a whole.
Mr. Scowden asked the Applicant to talk about the primary structures 5 ft. set back and 15 ft.
minimum separation between homes. Mr. Krusemark said that most of the homes would have 27
ft. spacing between them. But on the off-chance that someone choose a home that had a 3-car
garage, they wanted to make sure they were able to position that home on the lot so there was
at least a 5 ft. setback between the house and the side yard and a minimum of 15 ft. between
homes whether next door had a 2-car or 3-car garage. It was not going to happen all that often
but they were preparing for that. Typically there would be 27 to 29 ft. between homes.
Mr. Scowden asked the Applicant to address detached the villas and the minimum yard setback.
Mr. Krusemark said the 7 ft. setback was very common in projects and allows homes to be 48' in
width. They were trying to keep all of the homes in one area and leave as much open space as
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available. The developed lots were 60' in width, which was quite large compared to the single
family homes and the neighboring development that was recently approved at 50 and 54'.
Mr. Scowden referenced Exhibit E of the Architectural Standards and said there was a change to
the Town's standards and 50% masonry or brick would not be required for front fac;ades. Mr.
Krusemark said that 50% of the homes would have to have at least a wainscoting or a knee wall
of masonry. He noted they would be not using vinyl on the villas and would only be using Hardy.
Mr. Scowden asked about the model home signage. If a PD changed what was in the UDO it was
supposed to be related to what made the property unique whether it was mixed use or whatever,
how their proposal affected what kind of model home signage they would have. Mr. Krusemark
said they asked for just a little bit of variance from the UDO and that it mirrored the neighboring
project. They were a little more set off of some of the main roads as well.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Emily Symmonds, 5964 Autumn Trail
Ms. Symmonds asked why this was being considered again as it did not meet the district intent
of a PD as defined in the UDO. There were no geological features of the property preventing
them from simply applying the districts defined in the UDO. She said the Staff analysis stated that
there was nothing unique or innovative about the proposal. Ms. Symmonds said it was an attempt
to circumvent the Brownsburg UDO. If the developer was genuinely interested in the community
they would tailor the proposal to fit within the defined zoning of the residential districts in the
UDO. She felt that adopting the PD would result in unforeseen consequences which could
potentially be detrimental to the Town as well as the integrity of existing developments. She
asked why the homes could not be built to a straight R3 zoning. The land on the south side of
700 was flat and easily developable as there were no geological features preventing them from
doing that. The north side, besides the wooded wetlands area, could also be part of a straight
current rezone. Ms. Symmonds said the packets were missing renderings of the homes and price
prices and that could impact whether the proposed amendment would have an adverse effect on
the value of properties throughout the jurisdiction. While Staff believed there was no adverse
effect from the prices, how would anyone know when there were no prices listed or what the
starting price points were? The prices quoted at the first Plan Commission meeting differed from
the prices stated at the Town Council meeting. They said they would exceed the UDO
requirements pertaining to monotony mitigation, but how would anyone know without any
renderings. Ms. Symmonds said the UDO required 50% brick on the front and the proposal was
changing that to a combination of brick/stone and fiber cement. The developer cited average lot
size and that could be very misleading as bigger lots could skew the average to make the
development lot size appear much bigger than what the majority of lots truly were. If the proposal
was approved there would be a total of 470 new home on 550 and 700, she asked what would
happen to the county roads with the added traffic and strain on water and water pressure. What
about danger turning left or right at the west end of 700, or even at county road 550 and 136.
She asked for a water study to be completed for this proposal like what was being done for
Redwood. Ms. Symmonds said the Town continued to see requests from developers regarding
relief from standards that were well known and established and that would set precedence. She
was not against the development but felt it should be built to a straight R3 zoning and said there
was nothing preventing them from building using that.
Cindy Hohman, 15 Tyler CourtMs. Hohman said she was concerned they did not meet curvilinear standards which had a
minimum width of 64 ft. with an average of 72 ft. and side yard setbacks of 8 ft. She said with
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the square footages of the homes and villas, the price was over $200 per square foot. And that
was a lot more expensive than what was being sold in Brownsburg. While they said the housing
was for millennials and empty nesters, the last thing empty nesters wanted was a mortgage and
this would be too expensive. She said millennials were buying later because they did not have
the money to put down because they were paying off student debt. With high rents they were
having a hard time saving up for a deposit. Ms. Hohman also said that while this proposal passed
last time, it passed on a vote of 4-2. The developer mentioned the housing study from 2016
stating the Town needed more residential homes, which in 2021 probably isn't true anymore.
During the Town Council meeting she noticed they homes had wire shelving which was the
antithesis of luxury. She wanted to know why the project would be sent to the Town Council
because of the water issue, the water study might not be available by the time the Town Council
got and how could they make a decision without it. The 2016 Housing Study stated increased
density would result in lower infrastructure costs to developers, resulting in home prices that
were affordable to buyers and that was not the case here. She was opposed to this project.
Mr. Krusemark came back to address comments. One question was about pricing, he expected
an average sale of $365,000 on a single-family and about $290,000-$295,000 on a villa which
was near those in the neighboring development. As far as renderings, he had a multitude of
things he could show then if they had the time and desire. He had an image of a typical two-car
garage home. They would have approximately 29 ft. between the homes with a lot width at 75
ft. If both homes were three-car garages, it would average about 18 ft. between the homes. At
an absolute minimum they would have 15 ft. and it would likely be more than that. He showed
an example of one of the villas and said they have had great success with them. The single-family
home typically had four to six front elevations. He addressed a comment about stone or siding
and said most of their homes did not have all siding and most people liked the look of a stone or
brick veneer. He showed the model of "Sedona" and said it had six different elevations with
different roof lines, dormers, pitches and exterior materials. There was an anti-monotony section
of the PD that had already been presented and reviewed by Staff. He did not think they had used
wire shelving in any project and was not sure where that comment came from. Mr. Krusemark
said they had been having great success in Cadence and great success around the Indianapolis
market as well as in Northwest Indiana where they were based. They wanted to be a good
neighbor and presence within the community. He said they were a home builder who built a good
home at a fair value and wanted to continue to work in this community.
The remonstrators were invited to return for final comments.
Emily Symmonds said if most of the homes were going to have 50% brick on the front anyway,
that should be required for all in the PD. She said if they were exceeding UDO measurements as
they stated, why not require this to be straight R3 zoning.
Cindy Hohman said they had not heard about the number of bedrooms that would in the homes
and that would make a big difference in the prices quoted.
Mr. DeYoung asked if there was a minimum lot size, separately from the density average. Mr.
Krusemark replied that the villas lots had to be 60 feet wide and the single family lots 75 feet.
Mr. Pabst noted that the single-family detached areas were 750 sq. ft. larger than was required
in the R3 and the smaller lots were 3,000 sq. ft. greater than the TR zoning. Mr. Krusemark said
both exceed the minimum and the 75 ft. was almost 20 ft. wider than the adjoining development.
The Villa lots of 60 ft. were 5-10 ft. wider than the single family lots adjoining to the east.
Mr. Lacey said obviously one of the restrictions from a development standpoint were the gas lines
consuming a little over nine acres and then the other ravine and things like that.
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He asked what the target sales price was for this month for Cadence on those models. Mr.
Krusemark said he believed the average sales price in the last six months was around $335,000.
Mr. Lacey asked about the similar type of development in the Westfield area and Mr. Krusemark
did not know the numbers on that one.
Mr. Lacey said there were a couple of issues including water pressure and that needed to be
addressed and he felt there should be some kind of condition there. The second issue was the
50% stone or brick and asked if they could make that the standard especially on the front
elevation. He did not know if they could work with that but he felt strongly about that. Mr.
Krusemark said they were catering to the audience and that all homes would have, at a minimum,
wainscoting brick. They made the commitment of 50% brick at the request of Staff. Mr. Lacey
said a water pressure study more than likely would not have results back in time for Town Council.
He asked what kind of plan they could put together to meet everybody's timing needs and get
the right data to make a good decision. Jeff Eder, Brownsburg Town Manager, said that water
pressure was something they had been hearing over time. Different parts of Town were going to
have different issues due to the looping of the water and the water towers and so forth. He said
Staff could work with the Water Department to come back and give some more information on
water issues. Mr. Simpson said similar to the Redwood project, the Water Department could go
out and do a hydrant pressure study and that could be done before the Council and could give
an indication of any issues and then a full study could still be completed. Mr. Miller said his
concern was not so much this specific development as the ones further south. He felt whatever
the Commission decided should be contingent upon the findings of that report and any
improvements needed. What conditions the Town Council put on that and how it was paid out
was outside of his expertise but he felt they could get some answers fairly quickly from the
engineering study.
Mr. Lacey said it was really difficult to send a recommendation to the Town Council without
knowing. He would hate to make a recommendation unless it was conditioned upon the study.
Ms. Simpson said Pulte was approved conditioned upon the water study. Ms. Dickey said it was
a condition that they help fund the water study, and then comply with the study's findings. She
said one other option, because the project would come back, was to put a condition on the
development plan of the plat that no homes were built before the water pressure was adequate
per Town Staff or make a recommendation on a limited building of homes per year.
Commissioners remembered they had done that for previous projects. Mr. Krusemark said they
were happy to comply; as concerns that came up they would work with Staff to resolve them.
Mr. Scowden said he was not opposed to the project, per se. He had issues because it was a PD
and would always have issues with PDs that did not meet the three criteria or looked to lower
Town standards. Mr. Lacey said one thing to consider was that nine acres was being consumed
that could not be developed because of a gas line and he felt that issue was specific to them. Mr.
Lacey said he did not like PDs either but that was one criteria that swayed him to listen. Mr.
Scowden said he did not get to finish but that was where he was headed. A nine acre easements
did limit them and he preferred that the current stand of trees remain. He liked the idea of adding
additional paths. He would much rather they hit all of the Town's standards. Mr. Scowden said
something was brought up about masonry and brick and Mr. Krusemark said another requirement
was that 50% of the homes had to have at least a wainscoting of brick on the front elevation.
Ms. Dickey jumped in and said that with a Planned Development it was important to give more
flexibility than the rigid standards in the UDO. Not every home would have 100% brick on the
front facade or 50% brick all the way around because architecture and tastes changed. If the
Commission required that much brick or stone then there were a couple of architectural styles
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that would be completely not an option for the developer or homeowner. If they had rigid
standard in the PD, then in order to do a new housing type that would help with the anti-monotony
they would have to amend the PD, so they tried to build that in at the front end. Mr. Scowden
understood and said at one point the Town's ordinances required shutters on all homes and that
was changed when styles changed. He still felt that there were three requirements with a PD and
if they were hitting those it was much easier to contemplate other changes, whether they were
architectural standards or lot widths, or amenities.
The Commissioners had a discussion about requiring a percentage of homes to have brick and
what was appropriate in different zoning districts and what impact style and tastes had over time.
Mr. Pabst said if they were having a lot of PDs maybe they need to revisit the UDO to allow it to
adapt to style changes. Mr. Scowden said a UDO review was scheduled for later that year.
Mr. Miller said in general this was one of the better PDs they had seen that got towards R3 and
said it fit in with some of the other developments that were around. In general he did not like
PDs but he was favorable towards this one with contingent upon figuring out the water issue.
Mr. Simpson referenced the spacing between homes and the 2-car to 3-car garage difference and
asked what percentage of homes they sold with a 3-car garage right now. Mr. Krusemark said in
one of their higher end developments about 60% of them had 3-car garages. He said he wanted
to be sure they could build every one of their plans with a bump out and at least 75% of their
plans with a 3-car garage.
Mr. Simpson said Miss Holman's question about wire shelving was actually the MI development
video and was not this development.
Mr. Simpson said he was a brick person but he also liked the Craftsman style which did not have
a lot of brick so he understood both ways.
Mr. Scowden asked what the dimensions of the 2-car garages were and Mr. Krusemark did not
know the exact depth.
There was a discussion about including language in any motion regarding water pressure.
Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to send a FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION of PCCZ-0221-1880 to Town Council, subject to and conditioned upon Staff Recommendations along with
conducting initial water flow testing and then a complete water pressure capability study. Prior
to DPR, seconded by Richard Miller, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
5. PSDP-02-21-1881
ALDI DPR
A request for development plan review approval for a 20,442 sq. ft. building and associated
parking in a Moderate Intensity General Commercial (Cl) District, on approximately 4.31 acres,
located on Lot 3 of Brownsburg Business Park.
Parcels: 32-07-02-479-001.000-016
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented by: Aaron Hurt, Civil & Environmental Consultants, Inc.
Lauren Gillingham reviewed this case for the Commission explaining the site was 4.31 acres
located between I-74 and E. Northfield Drive, directly east of the new Belle Tire and directly west
of Bill Estes. It was currently zoned Moderate Intensity General Commercial (Cl). The request
was for Development Plan Approval for an approximately 22,000 sq. ft. grocery store with 97
parking spaces. Last year they received Special Exception use approval to permit the use "Retail,
Type 3" in the district on the condition that drive-thru and sexually oriented retail sales were
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prohibited. Ms. Gillingham noted that grocery pickup was permitted as it did not have the same
staffing requirements that a drive-thru would. She reviewed the site and said striping was planned
for Northfield Drive along with other Town updates to Northfield Drive. The entrance would be
off of Northfield Drive and would also link into the Belle Tire drive. In the future there would be
a drive that connected up to the parcel to the north that was previously owned INDOT. The site
allowed for connectively, residents of the assisted living home down the street were very excited
to walk there. Ms. Gillingham said the parcel was slightly over parked and as a result they had to
increase the amount of landscape frontage and landscape Island plantings. Ms. Gillingham stated
that she needed to amend her staff report as they discovered that the Applicant would need a
variance for their masonry percentage as the UDO did not count the fiber cement panel board,
Nichiha, as masonry. Approval of the DPR would be conditioned upon that variance approval.
The Future Land Use Map called for Flex/Industrial and while a grocery store did not fit it did fit
the surrounding uses and character which were also not industrial such as the post office, Belle
Tire, Goddard School, dentists and orthodontists and Logan Eyecare. The site had been empty
for about 20 years and it would be good to get something there. Ms. Gillingham said the
development plan satisfied all requirements of the Cl district and all other applicable UDO
requirements, with the exception of the architectural standards as previously mentioned. The
Plan Commission should hold a public hearing, offer comments, suggestions, make findings of
facts and take final action by voting to approve, deny or continue.
Should Commissioners choose to make a recommendation, Staff was generally supportive of the
proposal and recommended a positive recommendation on the following conditions:
(1) That a building permit be issued by March 22, 2023, two years from the date of this
approval.
(2) The completion of a Staff review and stamped approval of the Development Plan by the
Director of Development Services.
(3) Approval of an architectural standards-materials variance.
(4) A right-of-way permit must be issued prior to any work being done in the Town's rightof-way.
(5) A Pre-construction meeting must be scheduled at least 48 hours prior to any work being
done on-site.
(6) The approval of the Findings of Fact and Report of Determination by the Plan Commission.
Ben Lacey and Ryan DeYoung had no comments at that time.
Matt Simpson asked about the masonry and the BZA variance. Miss Gillingham said the front
fac;ade had to be 75% masonry and even if they completely took out the Nichiha and put in
masonry they would still be short of the required amount because of the metal panels. The side
elevations must be a minimum of 50% and right now one side was 75% (the long side that faced
the interstate) but the other two sides were 46%.
Shawn Pabst did not have any concerns and stated the Town was still working on the entrance
striping plan. Richard Miller commented that was a dangerous intersection so he was glad they
were looking at it. Mr. Pabst stated Northfield Drive would be completely resurfaced.
Brett Scowden asked about the Staff recommendations in their packet and that Staff needed to
review and approve final architectural and photometric plans. Ms. Gillingham said Staff had since
received updated plans.
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Aaron Hurt, Civil and Environmental Consultants, came forth and stated that they worked with
Aldi regularly. They were nice looking buildings and said the renderings being shown were in
Fishers and in Fort Wayne, Indiana, He added that they had been working with the Town on
drainage and had satisfied those requirements were very close on all site and utility type issues
and would also work with the town on striping.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Emily Symmonds, 5964 Autumn TrailMs. Symmonds said this was a good thing for the Town. She said her only concern was the traffic
and stated it was difficult to trying to turn left out of the Post Office even without this additional
traffic. She felt the intersection restriping was a plus. Other than the traffic she was all for this.
Ms. Gillingham added that as part of the Kroger project they were installing a light just to the
west, that would improve some of the timing issues and at least stop some of that traffic.
Ms. Dickey read a letter into the record from James Lennon, 679 Muirfield Dr. who wrote in
support of the development and complimented the hard work over the last few years in bringing
great development to the Town of Brownsburg,
Cindy Hohman, 15 Tyler Ct.Ms. Hohman said it was a good idea even if it wasn't in the old Marsh.
Melissa George, 1711 Hunters TrailMs. George said she had the same concerns but wanted to thank everyone for their hard work.
As a Southside Brownsburg resident she would have liked to have it in the old Marsh but
understood that might not be an option.

Motion: Brett Scowden made a motion to APPROVE PCPP-02-21-1881 subject to and conditioned
upon Staff recommendations, seconded by Ryan DeYoung, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED

I. COMMUNICATIONS AND COMMITTEE REPORTS
1. None
J. MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS

1. Report from Director of Development Services
Jodi Dickey told the Commission that the Town Council had the 1st reading for the 601 E. Main
Street rezone to Cl, they would be having the 2nd and 3rd reading on Thursday. Town Council split
on the Mussleman Conditional Rezone 3 in favor and 2 opposed. Finally the annexation for Parkside
at Greystone was introduced and was moving along.
2. Compressive Plan Map Homework
At the joint meeting they discussed the need to diversify the Town's tax base and wanted to
identify the appropriate areas for commercial and industrial development. Ms. Dickey asked the
Commission to take a copy of the Comprehensive Plan's Future Land Use map and circle the
areas the Commission felt would benefit from a rezone to commercial or industrial. Ronald
Reagan Parkway was going to be a commercial corridor and was a focus but if there were other
areas such as along 136 or in the northwest quadrant, they should pick some sites there. Staff
would like to get input to take to the Town Council and then they could work on amending the
Comprehensive Plan and then working to attract development.
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K. ADMINISTRATIVE FILINGS

1. CPSP-03-21-1882

Greystone Sec. 4

2. CPSP-03-21-1883

Greystone Sec. 5

3. CPSP-03-21-1884

Belle Arbor Sec. 4

L. CASES FILED FOR FUTURE MEETINGS

1. PCMA-03-21-1885

Lacy Farms Rezone To HC And 12

2. PCCZ-03-21-1886

Winstead Park Cond. Rezone To PD

3. PSDP-03-21-1887

Banyan Construction Headguarters DPR

4. PCMA-03-21-1888

4730 N Countv Road 900 E PD Amend.

5. PSDP-03-21-1889

Sgencer Professional Building DPR

M. ADJOURNMENT
Motion: Matt Simpson made a motion to ADJOURN, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained. 7:49 p.m.

Brett Scowden, President

ATIEST:

~r~

Jo~ y , AIC~strator
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