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

Monday, June 28, 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, Matt
Simpson, and Chris Worley

Members Absent:

None

Also Present:

Jodi Dickey, AICP- Director, Jenna Wertman, AICP- Senior Planner, Lauren
Gillingham, AICP Cand.- Planner I, Scott Krapf- Legal Counsel, and Heather
Wetzel- Administrative Assistant

C. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES

1. May 24. 2021- Regular Meeting
Motion: Shawn Pabst made a motion to APPROVE the May 24, 2021 regular meeting minutes
as corrected for a typographical error, seconded by Ben Lacey, motion carried 7 In Favor/0
Opposed/0 Abstained.
D. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND REPORTS OF DETERMINATION

1. PSDP-04-21-1899

Project Foundation DPR

2. PCPP-04-21-1900

Ronald Reagan Logistics Park At I-74 Primary Plat

3. PCMA-04-21-1902

Creekside Commons Commercial PD Amendment

4. PCMA-04-21-1903

Rosemont At Wynne Farms PD Text Amendment

5. PCPP-04-21-1906
Parkside At Greystone
Motion: Chris Worley made a motion to APPROVE the Findings of Fact and Reports of
Determination for PSDP-04-21-1899, PCPP-04-21-1900, PCMA-04-21-1902, PCMA-04-21-1903
and PCPP-04-21-1906, seconded by Matt Simpson, motion carried 7 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained.
E. HEARING OF REQUESTS FOR CONTINUANCES

1. PCMA-04-21-1898
Auburn Ridge Rezone To PD
A request for a zoning map amendment, to amend the zoning on approximately 163.73 acres of
real estate, located West of and adjacent to CR. 575 East, North of CR. 450 North, East of CR
500 East and South of the Enclave at Summer Ridge, from Agricultural (AG) to Planned
Development (PD), for the purpose of creating a single-family residential subdivision.
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Parcels: 32-07-16-100-003.000-016, 32-07-16-200-011.000-016, 32-07-09-400-012.000-016, 3207-09-400-023.000-016, 32-07-16-100-007 .000-016, 32-07-16-100-002.000-016, 32-07-09-300012.000-016, 32-07-16-400-022.000-016, 32-07-16-100-001.000-016 and 32-07-16-200002.000-016

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented By: Mark Todd Roberts, Premier Land Company II LLC
Jodi Dickey told the Commission that Auburn Ridge had been continued from last month and they
were requesting a second continuance as they were still working on revising the yield plan and
maybe different parcel assemblage. Brett Scowden confirmed that if there was a request for a
third continuance, they would have to re-notice.

Motion: Brett Scowden made a motion to CONTINUE PCMA-04-21-1898, seconded by Ben
Lacey, motion carried 7 In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED, RECESSED AND CONTINUED TO JULY 26,
2021 AT 6 P.M.
F. OLD BUSINESS
1. None

G. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. None

H. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. PSDP-05-21-1910
Townhomes At Wynne Farms DPR
A request for development plan review approval for 37 single-family attached units across 7
buildings in addition to associated drainage and site improvements, in a Planned Development
(PD) District, on approximately 10.6 acres, on the S. side of E 300 N, at the SE corner of E 300 N
and Hornaday Rd.
Parcels: 32-07-25-100-010.000-016

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented by: Nathan A. White, Benchmark Consulting, Inc.
Lauren Gillingham reviewed this case stating the Commission should remember this project from
the primary plat. 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. Staff recommended approval with commitments. The site was located
at the southeast corner of the intersection of E 300 N and Hornaday Road. There is a dry detention
pond on the northwest corner directly adjacent to the roundabout. The site was currently zoned
Wynne Farms PD Parcel D, which was the multifamily section which includes townhomes, duplex
units and larger more traditional apartments. The Applicant requests Development Plan Approval
for 50 for-sale single-family detached townhome units in 10 buildings, as well as three common
areas and associated improvements. The primary Plat was approved in February. A through road
will connect 300 N and the internal stub street at Broadstone Pointe. Proving indirect access to
Hornaday. Ms. Gillingham said the proposal was consistent with the Future Land Use Map, which
called for multifamily residential, which can include condominium and apartment uses, an
townhomes, duplexes and row homes as long as they were part of a larger apartment community,
which was achieved through the presence of Broadstone Pointe apartments.
All TECH comments had been resolved except stormwater and architectural elevations. Staff
requested the architecture to be approved with the building permit. She said for-sale townhomes
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were strange in that they required DPR approval however elevations are not usually ready at the
DPR phase and not until they had contracted with a builder. Those would be approved at the
building permit stage just as was done for single-family detached homes.
Staff recommended approval with the following conditions:
1) That Staff reviews the building elevations with the building permit.
2) That the first building permit be issued by June 28, 2023, two years from the date of
this approval.
3) The completion of a Staff review and stamped approval of the Development Plan by
the Director of Development Services.
4) A right-of-way permit must be issued prior to any work being done in the Town's
right-of-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.
Applicant representative Nathan White said Staff did a good job explaining the project.
Shawn Pabst said it was typical to have the facades reviewed for compliance at the permit time.
Commissioners DeYoung and Lacey did not have any questions.
Chris Worley asked if the same was true for the landscaping plan. Ms. Gillingham said the
perimeter plantings exceeded requirements and the foundation plantings were specific for each
lot and those were also reviewed at the building permit stage. The PD ordinance was scarce when
it came to multifamily requirements.
Commissioners Simpson and Miller did not have questions.
Brett Scowden said one of the statutory requirements was that Development Plan satisfies the
intent of architectural guidelines and asked how they could do that when there were no
architectural guidelines. Jodi Dickey said that the Planned Development standards included
architectural features that each building was required to have and that was what was reviewed
at for compliance at the building permit stage.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Emily Symmonds, 5964 Autumn TrailMs. Symmonds asked how the Commission could answer the five questions if they did not have
all the information from the developer. How did they know if it would affect other homes around
it without knowing their values?
Cindy Hohman, 15 Tyler CourtMs. Hohman said they kept saying they were single-family attached but they were closer to being
multi-family. Ms. Gillingham said they were single-family attached and that multifamily denoted
them being for rent. Ms. Hohman said some of them were six-plexes. Ms. Gillingham said that
was correct. Ms. Hohman asked why the landscaping plan was much smaller than most DPRs.
Ms. Gillingham said that was just the way the [Wynne Farms] DPR was written. If they were
going off the UDO, there would be much more landscaping. Ms. Hohman felt normally the Plan
Commission made the decisions about the fa~ade and they were giving away that power to
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Development Services.
Nathan White came back to address the comments. As far as landscaping, the ordinance was
written the way it was written, they met all of the requirements. For the architectural items, they
had already established what the minimum requirements were for architectural standards. There
was a checklist of items they had to have. Whatever design they came up with would have comply
with those. Development Services would go through and make sure the final elevations met the
agreement, if not they would make adjustments until it met the standards.
Brett Scowden asked Staff about a comment in the Staff report that turned out to be a typo.
Mr. Scowden thought the architectural element might come up. It was an unusual situation
because it was such a large PD and had been a long time. He asked how much property was left
in the Wynne Farms PD. Ms. Gillingham believed this was the last parcel in Parcel D. Mr. White
confirmed it was the last parcel of the Wynne Farms PD in Brownsburg. Mr. Scowden asked how
many years it had been built over and Mr. White thought it started in 2001.
Shawn Pabst said the architectural standards had already been set previously so the Town was
not giving up anything, they were just enforcing what had already been. Mr. Scowden agreed
and said the architectural standards were set up in the PD, instead of being from the UDO or
from the previous ordinance, they were established in the PD for townhomes and multifamily.
Chris Worley said Staff had a note in their recommendations that a condition of approval was that
Development Services review and approve elevations with the building permit and said the
Commission should add that as a condition of approval if they were willing to go that route.
Jodi Dickey told the Commission and the audience, since one citizen mentioned the five criteria
specifically for rezones, this had already gone through the rezoning process and all of those
standards had been set. This was a Development Plan Review which was basically housekeeping.
This was a ministerial approval and if it complied with the ordinance they had to approve it. Again,
Staff would make sure that the architecture complied with the ordinance as they did for every
other residence that came through.
Ben Lacey asked when the PD was last updated for architectural standards. Ms. Dickey said it
was not updated since the original approval in 1998. Mr. Lacey said those should be reviewed as
a lot has changed in 21 years. Mr. Scowden said that PDs run with the land and while the Town
did look at the UDO, when there was a PD it was stuck there for 20 years. Matt Simpson said that
was another reason not to have PDs. It would be nice to have those reviewed at some frequency.
Chris Worley clarified that the condition of approval was that the Department of Development
Services does a review [This was included in the Staff recommendations].

Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to APPROVE PSDP-05-21-1910 subject to and conditioned
upon Staff recommendations, seconded by Matt Simpson, motion carried 7 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
2. PSDP-05-21-1912
Bailey Park II DPR
A request for development plan review approval for thirty-eight (38) age-targeted, one-bedroom
apartments and associated site improvements, in an Medium Density Multiple-family Residential
(M2) District, on approximately 4.92 acres, located on the S. side of Patrick Pl approx. 250' W. of
E. Northfield Dr.
Parcels: 32-07-02-465-001.000-016 & 32-07-02-400-018.000-016

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
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Represented by: Keith R. Gilson, Stoeppelwerth & Associates, Inc.
Lauren Gillingham stated this was Bailey Park II DPR. 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. Staff recommended approval. The project
was located at 665 Patrick Place, east of the current Bailey Park. The zoning and primary plat had
been approved. Two variances were approved by the BZA. The Applicant was requesting
development plan approval of a 38-unit, age-targeted apartment community with six single-story
buildings and associated improvements. There would be five 6-unit buildings, one 8-unit building;
12 units would have attached garages. All TECH comments have been resolved.
Ms. Gillingham reviewed the landscaping plan showing lots of greenery bordering both Patrick
Place as well as the commercial and residential uses to the south. She showed the exit/entrance
as well as the site circulation. She reviewed the example elevations, which were a mix of high
quality vinyl with accents; the various colors would match and compliment Bailey Park I.
Through reviewing all of the materials provided by the Applicant, Staff recommended the Plan
Commission approve the Development Plan with the following conditions:
1) That the first building permit be issued by June 28, 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
right-of-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
Applicant Representative Keith Gilson said Staff did a good job and he was happy to answer any
questions.
Commissioners Miller, Simpson and Worley did not have any comments.
Ben Lacey asked what the age requirement was for the development. Ms. Gillingham said it was
age-target and there were no age requirements. Mr. Lacey asked what the target demographic
was. Mr. Gilson was not positive as his client was not there.
Ryan DeYoung asked if Mr. Gilson knew the demographics of the current residents. Mr. Gilson
did not.
Commissioner Pabst did not have any questions.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Mr. Scowden said he thought the Applicant targeted 55 and up. Ms. Gillingham felt the target
was general empty nesters and people who wanted to downsize into a low upkeep community.
Mr. Gilson confirmed from his client that they were age 55 targeted.

Motion: Ryan DeYoung made a motion to APPROVE PSDP-05-21-1912 subject to and conditioned
upon Staff recommendations, seconded by Ben Lacey, motion carried 7 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained.
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ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
3. PCMA-05-21-1913
554 Pit Rd. Rezone To 11
A request for a zoning map amendment, to amend the zoning on approximately 5.5 acres of real
estate, located at 554 Pit Road, from Moderate Intensity General Commercial (Cl), to Low Intensity
Industrial (11), for future assembly use.
Parcels: 32-07-12-228-001 .000-016
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented By: Andy Kult, Comer Law Office, LLC
Jenna Wertman noted this was the first rezone the Commission was looking at that evening.
Rezones required a public hearing. The Commission could forward a favorable, unfavorable or no
recommendation to the Town Council, and it could include commitments or conditions as needed.
Staff was supporting a Favorable Recommendation on this project. The property already had a
structure built on it. The site was approximately 5.5 acres, and the request was to take it from
Cl, Moderate Intensity Commercial to 11 which was Low Intensity Industrial. The petitioner was
looking to continue a light assembly business they currently had in the community. They were
growing and expanding and needed a space that was better suited for that. This building was up
for sale and fit their size requirements but assembly use was not allowed in Cl so they needed a
rezone or a use variance.
The surrounding uses were a mix of Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional with the VA hospital.
The building was an existing multi-tenant structure. There would be one tenant remaining with
this business. The request was considered by TECH review and they were given general
comments. With an existing structure, there were not a lot of concerns from as the site was built
out and no additional site improvements were needed at this time. The petitioner noted this in
their Statement of Reasons that they believed their use was less intense than many of the uses
that were allowed in the commercial district. It was just that "Assembly" happened to be an
Industrial use.
Ms. Wertman said when looking at rezones, the Commission had to consider and pay reasonable
regard to: the Comprehensive Plan, the current conditions and structures in the district, most
desirable land uses, conservation of property values, and reasonable development and growth.
Staff was supportive of a positive recommendation and believed they had met those five criteria.
Richard Miller asked why Staff Recommended the 11 zoning instead of a variance for the use. Ms.
Wertman said when something fell right on a boundary, it was her preference to bring that zoning
in versus a variance of use. She preferred that variances of uses be limited to circumstances
where there really was no other option. In this case, it was falling right in an area where all the
other zonings were happening, so it was zoning was the right way to take that into consideration.
Brett Scowden stated the Applicant previously had a variance of use at their old site.
Ryan DeYoung questioned rezoning for this use and if it was Staff's opinion to do that even
though future tenants or users could be more industrial. Ms. Wertman said the same would
happen with a variance depending on how far it was dialed in. If there were concerns about
certain uses, the Commission could go ahead and condition those out.
Brett Scowden asked for the 11 permitted uses page of the UDO to be displayed.
Richard Miller followed up on Mr. DeYoung's concern and said the proximity to residential was a
concern. He wanted to note that and see what the Applicant had to say. Mr. Scowden said the
residential was quite a distance. Mr. Miller said he drove the site and was able to see a gentleman
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sitting on his back porch. Ben Lacey said there was a pretty significant buffer with a mound and
trees. Mr. Miller did agree there were very mature trees.
Applicant representative Andy Kult handed out examples of the product his client assembled.
Steve and Donna Covey operate World Communion Cups. They assemble those cups for hospitals,
homes, churches, missions, etc. Mr. Scowden was correct that came before the BZA for a use
variance for their current location. They started in 2014 on E. Main Street and were currently
located at S. Jefferson Street.
Mr. Kult said while COVID was a bad thing, it boomed the Covey's business because of their
hermetically sealed communion cups. They had grown over the last couple years and that was
why they were interested in this building. The building was a 40,000 square foot. He needed to
clarify that they were looking to move into an existing 15,000 square foot area that that Aquatic
Arts was currently using. There were other tenants including a couple of insurance offices and
marketing office, a gymnastics facility and a church. Most of those uses would still be permitted
uses in the 11; the church and the gymnastics would become legal non-conforming uses.
Mr. Kult said he talked to Mr. Covey about some of the permitted uses and they came up with
nine that they could strike and they were open to further discussion: Automotive Automobile
Oriented Business {Type 3), Lumberyard, Self-storage Warehouse, Tool and Equipment Rental
(Outdoor), Brewery, Composting Facility, Distribution Facility, Freight Terminal and Industrial
Park. Mr. Covey would likely be bringing in more of the office-type use that was going on in there.
As far as their use, they do table top assembly with some automation. Mr. Kult said with I-74 in
the in the backyard, there was quite a decent buffer from the neighborhood. There was also
another vacant lot at the end of that cul-de-sac that had not yet been developed for the park.
The VA center was now across the street. The look of their building had a sort of an industrial
building look. He felt they met the character and the intent of the Comp Plan and fit well with the
character of the area. He was happy to answer any questions.
Mr. Scowden asked if the Applicant was purchasing this building. Mr. Kult said it would be a
purchasing contract and that there were current leases by the church and gymnastics.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
The Commissioners and legal counsel discussed the wording of the motion.

Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to send a FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION of PCMA-0521-1913 to Town Council, subject to and conditioned upon Staff recommendations with the
removal of the Automotive Automobile Oriented Business (Type 3), Lumberyard, Self-storage
Warehouse, Tool and Equipment Rental (Outdoor), Brewery, Composting Facility, Distribution
Facility, Freight Terminal and Industrial Park uses, seconded by Ryan DeYoung, motion carried 7
In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
4. PCMA-05-21-1914
Northfield Drive Business Park Rezone To 11
A request for a zoning map amendment, to amend the zoning on approximately 36.79 acres of
real estate, located at the NE corner of W Northfield Dr. and E. Main Street, from General
Agriculture (AG), to Low Intensity Industrial (11), for the purpose of future industrial development.
Parcels: 32-07-03-300-004.000-016

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented By: Brian J. Tuohy, Tuohy Bailey & Moore LLP
Jodi Dickey presented the case to the Commission. She said Staff had standardized the staff
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reports so the audience members understood what the Commission was doing with each petition.
A rezone required a public hearing. Commissioners may forward a favorable or unfavorable or no
recommendation to the Council, any commitments or conditions had to be part of that motion.
Staff was supportive of a positive recommendation. If the zoning was approved it would come
back for the development plan. The property was about 36 acres and the request was to rezone
the property from AG to Il. This was along Northfield Drive and part of the ongoing Comp Plan
update. Town Council again had directed the need for more 3% assessed value, and this was one
of those areas staff felt could handle that increased usage. Some of the properties around it were
zoned commercial and industrial so this was a good fit. The petitioner was proposing to develop
a business park that would include some office manufacturing and warehousing uses.
It was currently zoned AG and the surrounding uses were a mix of AG and RB (which was
Hendricks County residential). Directly east was R3, a new single-family detached subdivision.
North and Northwest was heavy commercial, industrial and the economic development area for
Northfield Drive. The petition was considered at TECH and there were general comments. This
was a rezone and all of those details come later. This month the BZA continued two variance
requests for landscape buffer and building size. The BZA did not want to make a decision on
those until after the Plan Commission had considered the case. Ms. Dickey showed a conceptual
site plan of two lots; an existing business was going to relocate to the north lot, and then a new
spec building on the south.
Again, state law requires the Commission to consider five criteria: Comprehensive Plan, current
conditions, most desirable land use, conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction,
and responsible development and growth. Ms. Dickey said Staff addressed each of those in the
Staff reports and the petitioner submitted their own findings of fact. Staff was supportive of a
positive recommendation. When the Commission deliberated on the case, they should discuss
those five criteria when they made their recommendation.
Richard Miller said a recent rezone request for adjacent property raised questions about water
pressure and asked if that had been discussed. Ms. Dickey said the study was underway or
completed and the flow and pressure was adequate.
Commissioners Simpson, Worley, Lacey, DeYoung and Pabst did not have questions for Staff.
Applicant representative Brian Tuohy, appeared for Browning Investments. They were looking for
a favorable recommendation to rezone 36 acres from AG to Il, Low Intensity Industrial, to allow
development of industrial distribution warehouses which included offices. He reviewed the site
stating it was 36 acres, bordered on the west by Northfield Drive, on the east by CR 625 E, on
the south by US Highway 36, and on the north there were railroad tracks. There was vacant
agricultural land to the west and southwest, and then the east was vacant now but has been
rezone for a residential subdivision. To the north was a farm and Sunbelt Rentals, Contract
Lumber was slightly west of the site followed by self-storage and Ditch Witch., Zoning to the
north was C2 and Il, west AG, R3 to the east, and the south was Hendricks County AG/RB. There
was a mix of zoning and uses. He showed site photos from variance directions. One of the pictures
was looking southeast down 136 showing a residence beyond evergreen pine trees which were a
pretty good screen, there would be another screen on their side separating the future building.
Mr. Touhy showed the proposed site plan. He explained the petitioner had a contract buyer who
was an existing second generation Indianapolis business that wanted to move to Brownsburg
with about 80 jobs. They would start in that north building which was about 125,000 feet. They
wanted the right to expand that building at some point. Browning would proposed to build another
speculative building on the south side of the site which was about 227,000 square feet.
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Mr. Touhy asked the Plan Commission to note that there was not an entrance off of 136 or CR
625 E. They wanted to keep the entrance up near the railroad track and near the other industrial
commercial uses and keep the only entrance off of Northfield Drive. The other concept that they
gave some thought to was keeping the dock doors away from the residences to the south, and
away from the future residences to the east; the two buildings face each other. He showed a
slide with the projected building sizes and expansion area. The next slide showed the distances
from the residential neighborhood to the east. The future neighborhood was separated by a road
and there was between 569 feet and 710 feet between the buildings and the projected homes;
that was better than two football fields at the top and 1 V2 football fields at the where there was
569 feet was and then the southern building off to the east was still more than a football field.
They were also separated by a legal drain and sizable ditch that ran north to south. Across the
street they were 400 feet from one of the residences and 265 feet for the nearest residence.
There was also a stand of pine trees and evergreen trees, and then along the front of the buildings
and along the east side there would be landscaping berms measuring 3- 4', along the southern
side of 136, and then a proposed berm, running a north to south, east side along 625.
Mr. Touhy showed an engineer's rendering from Banning showing the landscaping combination
of the level three landscaping and combination of deciduous canopy trees and evergreen trees
which were to be planted on the top of that mound. There was also a street view from the bottom
of the right way on 36 with the line of sight and mounding. He showed a photograph of a building
that was the build-to-suit client's facility in Ohio. They intended to build something very similar
to that quality and style of building in Brownsburg. He said the business would employ about 80
people with an average wage of $30 an hour. He showed a rendering of the typical building that
Browning might build as the spec building. Both exampled showed the quality and type of building
which was not just a block warehouse type building.
They met with Staff regarding asking for 12 versus 11. Staff suggested asking for I1 with a couple
variances. The Staff's findings from their staff report concluded that the Town was looking forward
diversifying the tax base and looking for additional commercial/industrial development and this
proposal would do that. When you talked about the current conditions and character of the
structures and uses in the district, there were Industrial uses right across the railroad tracks and
just across the intersection of Northfield Drive and the railroad tracks so they felt this was a
compatible use. Staff felt this was a desirable use and it would attract a tax base. Mr. Touhy said
the capital investment for this type of development would be between $20 -$25 million so it would
change the tax base for that site in a significant manner. He felt this would have a very positive
impact on property values in the Brownsburg community. He felt it was responsible development
and growth as it was an unusual site between a railroad track and a US Highway, and an
unimproved County Road and Northfield Drive. Staff concluded that rezoning the property to an
industrial type use would not negatively impact the fiscal or personnel resources of the Town. Mr.
Touhy shared a letter of support from the property owner, Ramona Henderson, who believed this
would have a positive impact on surrounding property, and would greatly increase the assessed
value of the site resulting in additional real estate tax revenue for their community.
They had a TECH review committee meeting and the notes from that concluded that this was a
perfect use for this site and a great economic development project for the Town. Staff was
supportive of the proposal recommended a positive recommendation.
Mr. Tuohy thanked the Commission for hearing their case and said the rezone would be the first
step that would allow a long standing business to move its headquarters to Brownsburg from
Indianapolis; a business that had about 80 jobs with an average hourly rate of about $30 an hour.
The office warehouse building to the south should generate about 150 to 250 jobs but they did
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not know what those wages would be. They buildings were designed so all of the loading docks
were internal to the site away from 136 and Northfield and the residences to the south and the
new future residences to the east. It was a 20 to $25 million investment. The TECH review
committee supported the development and staff supported the rezoning and variance requests.
He respectfully asked for their favorable consideration.
Ryan DeYoung asked how many of the jobs were new or if they would all be transplants from
Indianapolis. Mr. Tuohy said they would be coming from Indianapolis as well as some new jobs.
Shawn Pabst did not have any comments at that time.
Ben Lacey said he did a little research and said the property was currently bringing in $945 a year
in property taxes. With a $20 to $25 million investment the Town was then looking at maybe
$200,000 a year in taxes, not to mention the jobs. The Town was big on 'live here, work here,
work here live here."They would also creating be new and additional jobs with the spec building.
Mr. Lacey mentioned traffic and said due to the current median on Northfield Drive, semis or box
trucks leaving the dock area could only turn right, heading northbound on Northfield to get back
to 74. Drivers make a living by the mile or hour and would take the most optimal route possible.
He asked about the trucks are coming into the facility. Mr. Touhy said that they were working on
getting a cut in the median and had engaged a traffic engineer to assist in that. Mr. Lacey if there
would be a left hand turn lane if they were southbound on Northfield Drive to turn into the facility
and all truck traffic would be limited on Northfield Drive and then on to 74 and nothing through
town. Terry Hebert with Browning Investments they were working on traffic engineering. They
have had some very early conversations with Staff to figure out what the best way to access the
site and ways to handle truck traffic. They did not want any truck traffic going on US 136. Their
goal was to get both of the buildings coming out the same area with a curb cut and left turn lane.
Mr. Lacey asked how confidence they were and Mr. Hebert felt they had a really good chance.
Richard Miller felt the fastest route was going out west on 136. He still wanted to see something
like Ronald Reagan and CR 400 where there were some incidents that drove the traffic light. Mr.
Hebert said from that point of view, it might be the shortest distance for US 136 but with lights
and traffic it was a little quicker through Northfield Drive. Mr. Miller respectfully disagreed.
Brett Scowden asked if they were expecting 100 trips per hour and would require a traffic study
learned they were not. Ms. Dickey said that building size was also a consideration so this may
require a traffic study at the development plan stage.
Mr. Lacey wanted to confirm you as you were pulling out of the business park that you would not
be able to make a left hand turn. His intent was to keep all semi traffic on Northfield Drive to 74.
He was not as concerned with vehicle traffic. He wanted to keep the cut into the median to where
no one could make a left hand turn and everyone went northbound on Northfield Drive. Mr.
Hebert said they had not talked about it yet but they could design it to work that way. Mr.
Scowden said that was a key to responsible development for the Commission and they did not
want to be putting more truck traffic on 136. Mr. Lacey agreed as well.
Mr. Miller mentioned taking Northfield to Green Street and that only one of the left hand turn
lanes was permitted for trucks. Trucks could use the inside lane. If you were in the outside lane
and going westbound, had had to make a left turn and then shift the lanes. He felt that was an
area they should consider with the evaluation. Chris Worley said the appropriate time for a full
traffic study was at development plan review and they should keep those concerns for that.
Mr. Scowden said that for appropriate adjacent districts, residential was not listed in the UDO as
an appropriate adjacent districts. The Applicant touched on berming, distances and gave a line
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of sight study from 136. He asked if there were any line of sight studies from residential. Mr.
Touhy said there was not any. Mr. Lacey said the line of site study from 136 had residential
distances from 265 and 399 feet, the R3 area was 569-800 feet away and would be even better.
Mr. Pabst knew this was not listed as an appropriate adjacent districts but it was discussed as
part of landscaping and it required additional buffering. Ms. Dickey said that was correct. The
appropriate districts in Article 2 referred only to the landscaping buffer and how much buffer
width, amount of landscaping and fencing and mounding was needed to help buffer. Mr. Pabst
said in the past they had reverted that it was acceptable because of the landscape buffer being
listed in the UDO. Ms. Dickey said that was correct.
Mr. Pabst said he agrees they did not want more truck traffic through town, however he did not
think they had the authority to decide who did and did not drive on a state road.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Pam Sheads, 3973 Country LaneMs. Sheads said she did not hear any reference to the height of the proposed buildings. She
asked what the percentage of office space was compared to industrial space, if it was being
touted as an office. She asked about the residential area to the east and if there was a berm on
the east side of the property, or if that was existing with the ditch. She wanted to know about
the sight line from the residential properties.
John Rabold, 18 South Tocovi CourtMr. Rabold said it was a very thorough presentation and good questions were asked and most
were answered. However many questions that came up were really not relevant to the rezoning
and were relevant to the DPR process. He said Brownsburg had a finite inventory of commercial/
industrial land and there was too much residential. The Town was trying to rebalance the
inventory. He said the property was already buffered in some ways and the distance to the east
was 1 V2-2 football fields. There were a lot of natural barriers and here would be mounding. Mr.
Rabold said the Town could not pass this up and he was in support of the request.
Mr. Tuohy addressed the questions that were presented. The building was not yet fully designed
but it was expected to be 40 feet tall. He said about 20% of the buildings would be office versus
industrial/distribution space. The green area and trees Ms. Sheads spoke of was a legal drain
area and they did not plan on tinkering with and the trees were to stay. There was also a berm
that runs the length of the east side. He added that those homes were quite separated from the
buildings as shown in the exhibit.
Mr. Miller talked about the criteria for approval and the I2 to residential and felt the Comp Plan
stated that residential developments should be protected from intense uses. He felt the proposed
use was not the norm for the area as most of it was commercial and transitioned to residential.
A better transition would be Cl or NC as a better use to meet the UDO, Comp Plan and tax base.
As far as most desirable use, it could be but he felt it contradicts some of the other criteria they
looking at. Conservation of property values, he was not sure how it would impact residential. ·
Responsible growth, there were conflicts with the UDO and Comp Plan for that criteria. He felt it
was a great opportunity for Brownsburg but he questioned the location and felt it might be better
suited for the Ronald Reagan/E. Northfield corridor where there was substantial industrial and
planned industrial.
Mr. Worley looked at the same criteria and felt that the Comp Plan encouraged additional
commercial and industrial development. He felt it was compatible with the current conditions and
overall character and had an appropriate buffer. It was a desirable use for the land as it would
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diversify the tax base. It would be hard to determine the effect on property values throughout
the jurisdiction, as overall it would grow the Town's commercial tax base. The proposed
amendment reflected responsible standards for development arid growth as this was a preferred
infill area. Those infill areas were hard to match with a business that wanted to relocate here.
Mr. Simpson agreed and said the some of the surrounding area already had I1 and there was a
huge distance between the residences with a county road, a ditch and plenty of buffering that
would be there; at point it was 700 feet away. I1 was diagonal to it already and then Sunbelt was
right next to it, so he felt it was a good fit.
Mr. Lacey agreed with Mr. Simpson and Mr. Worley and felt it met all of the criteria. With I1,
buffering was critical and felt the distance and buffering plan met or exceeded what was needed.
Mr. DeYoung said he agreed with Mr. Simpson that it was a unique property. This would drive
consumer traffic there and that was needed on 136. He felt it would be safe if they addressed
the concerns about keeping the traffic onto Northfield and off 136.
Mr. Pabst agreed with all the comments as well. He said it was a fairly difficult lot to develop
because of the railroad and the legal drain. If it was going to be residential it would have gone
with the eastern portion of residential that was getting ready to go.
Mr. Scowden said he tended to agree with Mr. Miller but also saw the points from the other five
board members. He certainly agreed with Mr. Lacey as far as the buffering distances. For him
those were paramount; the distance and the heights all played an important role. He believed
the traffic played an important part in responsible development and growth, and felt that that
engineering traffic to minimize issues in the future was extremely important. He felt they had
made their comments known and items that should be looked at during DPR, should this be
approved tonight. He tended to agree with the majority that it hit all five criteria.

Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to send a FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION of PCMA-0521-1914 to Town Council subject to and conditioned upon Staff recommendations including that
an engineered stormwater review be conducted, seconded by Matt Simpson, motion carried 6 In
Favor/1 Opposed (Miller)/0 Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
5. PCPP-05-21-1915
Fairview West Primary Plat
A request for primary plat approval for a one hundred-thirty seven (137) lot curvilinear
subdivision, on approximately 95.96 acres, located at 6780 N County Road 625 E.
Parcels: 32-02-33-300-003.000-001 and 32-07-04-200-006.000-001

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented By: Ed Recktenwall, Olthof Homes
Jenna Wertman told the Commission this was a primary plat for a major subdivision curvilinear,
it must meet the provisions of the UDO and applicable state requirements. Findings of Fact are
based on the following: Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, satisfies Article 6 Subdivision
Types, satisfies the applicable parts of Article 7 Design Standards, satisfies other applicable
portions of the UDO and satisfies the Brownsburg Construction Standards requirement. There
was also additional information they would have to meet for the final plat.
Ms. Wertman showed the location of the two parcels, north and south of 700 N. It was bordered
on the north by 1-74, on the south by Greystone, to the east was Parkside at Greystone. The site
was just under 96 acres and they were proposing 137 single-family detached lots which was
about 1.43 dwelling units per so it was fairly low in terms of density. There was a lot of common
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area in this project. The southern portion of the site was bisected by the pipeline and that caused
some spacing in the lots and added to more of the open space. There were trails plan throughout.
Access from the site was off of 700 and then a continuation of a connection from Greystone. All
of the lots exceeded the minimum sizes and the averages called out in the Planned Development.
There were asphalt multiuse trails along the perimeter streets and winding through the site up
through the common area, providing an amenity for the neighborhood. It was consistent with the
Future Land Use Map and conformed to the applicable sections of the UDO.
Section A had an average lot size of 14,000 square feet and minimum of 9,750. Section B had an
average of 9,200 square feet and a minimum of 7,500. The plat was in compliance with the
curvilinear standards. It had perimeter landscaping, street trees, and 47% of the property was
dedicated as open space. It provided buffers, natural areas, and a lot of trees, landscaping and
mounding along 700.
Staff felt the criteria for the Findings of Fact had been met and recommended approval of the
Primary Plat, subject to and conditioned upon the following:
1) The Final Plat shall be recorded in the Office of the Recorder of Hendricks County prior
to the issuance of any building permits.
2) The approval of the Findings of Fact and Report of Determination by the Plan
Commission.
Brett Scowden asked if there were any outstanding TECH revisions. Ms. Wertman said most had
been addressed or were on track to be completed.
Applicant representative Derek Hayes, Olthof Homes said Ms. Wertman did a great job explaining
the petition and did not have anything further to add. He was happy to answer any questions.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Carter Huff, 6715 CR 625 EMr. Huff said traffic was always a concern on 625. He asked what the value of the homes would
be and if they would keep up with what Pulte was putting in now.
Mr. Hayes said during the zoning there was discussion about the intersection at Northfield Drive
and they committed to contributing to a light at that intersection. As far as the values, they were
planning on building a very similar product to Pulte's development. They had a different product
in the paired cottages and duplex so the price point may be a different but as far as materials
building quality, architectural details, those would be very similar to both developments.
Ryan DeYoung asked what the targeted price for the homes. Mr. Hayes said it was a moving
target with the market. But at the time of zoning he believed the single-family homes were
$325,000 and up and the duplexes were $265,000 and up. But prices keep going up and up, they
planned to stay right in line with the pricing that Pulte was doing.

Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to APPROVE PCPP-05-21-1915 subject to and conditioned
upon Staff recommendations, seconded by Richard Miller, motion carried 7 In Favor/0 Opposed/0
Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
6. PCMA-05-21-1919
Wynne Farms Lot Coverage PD Amend.
E and Ordinance 2004-01 Wynne Farms PUD Ordinance- Parcel F, located in Birch Run and
Northfield at Wynne Farms, for the purpose of increasing the maximum lot coverage permitted.
Parcels: Entirely of Birch Run and Northfield at Wynne Farms
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ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING
Represented By: Lauren Gillingham, Town of Brownsburg
Laurent Gillingham reminded the Commission that they heard a similar case last month with the
PD Amendment request from Rosemont, this one was for the other two Wynne Farms
neighborhoods, Birch Run at Wynne Farms and Northfield at Wynne Farms. Both were R3-type
neighborhoods with slightly lower lot area and lot width. The Wynne Farms PD was created under
the County and followed some of their older definitions. Now, people were having trouble getting
pools. Staff felt they should update the standards by bringing them line with the current R3
standards by removing the 5% or 600 square foot accessory structure limit and raising the 35%
overall lot coverage to 45%.
Last month Richard Miller raised the issue of whether or not the storm sewer was large enough
to accommodate this increase. Staff worked with the Town's a stormwater consultant, Mary Atkins
with Wessler, and she determined that the storm sewer was sized large enough to accommodate
this increase for the entire area.
Staff recommended the Plan Commission approve the zoning map amendment, subject to:
1) That the PD Amendment only apply to Parcels E and F of the Wynne Farms PD;
2) The approval of the Findings of Fact and Report of Determination by the Plan
Commission.
Richard Miller asked for confirmation that the stormwater evaluation was for this development
and not the one from last month. Ms. Gillingham said the stormwater review was for all three of
the neighborhoods and she verified that all three were adequately sized.
Brett Scowden asked if the residents were aware of the change. Ms. Gillingham said she was
mailed 500 letters to everyone in those two neighborhoods and 660 feet outside the
neighborhoods. Staff did get calls; there was no remonstrance against it.

ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
Motion: Chris Worley made a motion to send a FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION of PCMA-0521-1919 to Town Council subject to and conditioned upon Staff recommendations, seconded by
Shawn Pabst, motion carried 7 In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED

I. COMMUNICATIONS AND COMMITTEE REPORTS
1. Brownsburg Advisory Plan Commission Order No. 2021-0lAPC
APC consideration of an order of the Town of Brownsburg Advisory Plan Planning Commission
approving a Declaratory Resolution amending the North Beltway Allocation area, and creating a
new allocation area, amending the area's restated economic development plan.
Legal Counsel Scott Krapf reviewed the request stating back in May the Redevelopment
Commission adopted their Declaratory Resolution. After the Plan Commission approved it, it then
would then go to the Town Council for approval. The Redevelopment Commission would have to
hold a public hearing and adopt it as the last step.

Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to APPROVE Advisory Plan Commission Order No. 20210lAPC, seconded by Brett Scowden, motion carried 7 In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
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2. APC Rules Of Procedure Update
Jodi Dickey reviewed the updates made to the Rules of Procedure. Discussion included newspaper
public notice and 14-day deadline, adjacent property owner distance, responsibility for posting
public notice signs, order of meetings, length of public comments, remonstrator sign in sheet,
alternate Commission members, and when to leave advertised public hearings opened.
A resolution for the Updated Rules would be prepared for the July meeting.
The Commissioners asked about Laserfiche access and expressed their current difficulties.
3. Report from Director of Development Services
Jodi Dickey did not have any further from the Rules of Procedure and the Comprehensive Plan
Update which would be discussed next.
J. MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS

1. Compressive Plan Update
Jenna Wertman gave an overview of the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Update Open
House as well as the feedback from that and the digital survey which garnered over 700 surveys.
Staff would put together a short summary document with the survey responses and feedback for
the Plan Commission. They would come back with revised scenarios and alternatives. The final
changes would have to go through Plan Commission and Town Council for adoption. The July and
August hearings might be lengthy so Staff recommended having a Special Meeting for the Public
Hearing and the Commission decided on July 19th at 6 PM in the Council Room or Eaton Hall.
K. ADMINISTRATIVE FILINGS

1. CPSP-06-21-1920

Townhomes At Wynne Farms Final Plat

K. CASES FILED FOR FUTURE MEETINGS

1. PCCZ-06-21-1921

Garner Conditional Rezone TO R3

2. PCCZ-06-21-1922

56TH Street Commerce Park Cond. Rezone To C2

3. PSDP-06-21-1923

Project Pineapple DPR

4. PCPA-06-21-1924

Brownsburg Square 2020 Primary Plat Amend.

L. ADJOURNMENT
Motion: Ben Lacey made a motion to ADJOURN, motion carried 6 In Favor/0 Opposed/0 Abstained.
8:42 p.m.

ATTEST:
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