AVON PLAN COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA
MEETING DATE:  September 24, 2018
TIME: 7:00 PM
PLACE: Washington Township Park, 435 Whipple Lane - this is a change in venue

from Avon Town Hall

Call to order/Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call/ Determination of Quorum
Approval of Minutes: August 27, 2018
Committee Reports:
Request for Continuances or Agenda Modifications:
DPR 18-04 Misty Eyes Continued to 10-22-18 Plan Commission

NH W=

6. Public Comments: (Public may comment on items NOT part of a public hearing)

7. Old Business:

DOCKET # PUD 18-03 Fairwood, Planned Unit Development.
A request for a positive recommendation to the Avon Town Council for a PUD petition.
The proposal would create a mixed residential and commercial development, including
282 single family lots and 25,000 sq. ft. of commercial on 131 acres. The subject
property
is located at the southwest corner of CR 200 S and Dan Jones Road and is zoned R-1a.

PETITONER: Paul Rioux, Platinum Properties.

8. New Business / Public Hearings:

DOCKET # DPR (A) 18-14 Avon-Washington Township Public Library, Development Plan
Review

A request for approval for approval of development plan to build an additional 1,457

square feet of a 41,058 square building. The project will also include interior renovations

the building addition will have a reading, quiet reading and two study areas.
PETITONER: Katie Werner, KRM Architecture.

9. Other Business: None

10. Adjournment:

Next Meeting: October 22, 2018
Anyone who requires an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or a modification of policies or procedures
to participate in a program, service, or activity of Town of Avon, should contact the Town Administrative Offices as soon
as possible but no later than 48 hours before the scheduled event.
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IX.

MINUTES
FOR THE August 27-2018
AVON PLAN COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING

Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance — 7:00 P.M,

Roll Cali/Determination of a Quorum - in attendance: Mr. Tinlin, Mr. Reed, Ms. Stafford Mr. Niemeyer, Mr. Petrides, Mr.

Bischoff, Mr. Watson as were Town Planners, Jodi Dickey, and Desire Irakoze, Town Attorney Dan Taylor and Town Engineer
Greg llko

Consideration of minutes — July 239, 2018.

Mr. Bischoff made a motion to approve last month’s minutes, Mr. Niemeyer seconded the motion, the motion passed 7-0
Officer appointments:
Committee Reports:

BZA: Approved Chick-fil-A for a second drive through lane.

Town Council: A Budget was presented.
Request for Continuances or Agenda Modifications: PUD 18-03 Fairwood continued, DPR 18-04 Misty Eyes continued.

Mrs. Stafford made a motion to approved the agenda modifications to continued PUD 18-03 and 18-04. Mr. Bischoff seconded
the motion and it was approved.

Public Comments opened at 7:10 P.M.

Two residents spoke about PUD 18-03 Fairwood. They questioned if the PUD was indeed a valid mixed-use PUD. One resident
stated that the Fairwood PUD proposal was incomplete due the market study’s lack of a commercial component. He also
stated that the reason was because the developer has no intention of ever building the commercial part. A second resident
pointed to the developers last project, PUD Wynne Farms, stating that the developer changed his commitment to the
commercial area of the mixed-use PUD and rezoned it to include more housing. This makes the resident wonder if he won’t do
the same on this project.

Public Comments closed at 7:20 P.M.
Old Business: None

New Business:

DPR(A) )18-15 Chick-fil-A, Development Plan Review

Mr. Irakoze presented for staff. He mentioned the history of the project, stating that it was approved in 2002 and had been
recently approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) for a second drive through lane. He noted that the property is located
at 10791 E US Highway 36 and is 1.50 acres. The property is located in Shopping Center zoning and Tier 1 of the US Highway 36
Overlay zone. The petitioner is requesting an approval to build a 464 sq. ft. building addition and is asking for a shared parking
agreement waiver to reduce the on-site parking requirements. The petitioner needs the shared parking agreement in order to
make the second drive through viable. Staff Recommends approval of DPR(A) 18-15 Chick-fil-A with the condition of the shared
parking agreement being approved.

The Plan Commissioners had questions for staff on the logistics of using shared parking agreement. Staff answered that because
Meijer had more parking spots than required by the Avon Zoning Ordinance, they could give Chick-fil-A the spots via the shared
parking process and allow Chick-fil-A a reduction of on-site parking spaces.

Gary Rouse and Christ Tincher spoke on behalf of the petitioner. They went over the history of Chick-fil-A in Avon and the need
for a second drive through. They stated that Chick-fil-A has seen a lot of growth and in return needed a second drive-thru in
order to improve drive time capacities and traffic congestion during peak hours. In order to add the additional drive, they
would lose 14 on-site parking spaces. The shared parking agreement would off-set the lost parking spaces.

The Commissioners asked the petitioners questions about Chick-fil-A current parking situation, traffic and safety concerns. The
petitioners answered that they currently had a verbal agreement with Meijer to allow their employees to park in the Meijer



lots. They also noted traffic concerns are only for peak hours and the second drive-thru should alleviate some of those
concerns and that they were willing to work with the Plan Commission on any additional concerns.

Mr. Petrides opened the public hearing at 7:40 P.M.
One resident asked if the handicap spaces would be affected? The petitioner replied that they would not.
Mr. Petrides closed the public hearing at 7:42 P.M.

The Plan Commission deliberated with the petitioner on various topics including a shared parking agreement with Meijer. The
need of the second drive thru, and traffic safety concerns.

Ms. Stafford made a motion to approve DPR(A)18-15 Chick-fil-A with the following conditions:

1. To see if the Meijer parking lot lighting standards are up to Town code

2. Post a Cross walk sign

3. To have a painted crosswalk from the shared parking agreement to Chick-fil-A
4. Work with Meijer to add 10 more parking spots.

Mr. Watson Seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Watson made a motion to approve the shared parking agreement and Mr. Tinlin seconded the motion. The motion passed
unanimously.

X. Other Business:
XI. Board Comments: None
Xil. Adjournment: 8:45 P.M.

NEXT PLAN COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
MONDAY - September 24, 2018
Washington Township Park

James Petrides - President Jodi Dickey - Secretary



PUD(P) 18-03 Fairwood PUD
Planning & Building Department Staff Report

August 27, 2018

Updated September 24, 2018
Advisory Plan Commission, Public Hearing

Jodi Dickey

A. Petition Number:
B. Applicant:

C. Location:

D. Parcel Size:

E. Land Use and
Zoning:

F. Action Requested:

G. History

PUD(P) 18-03, Fairwood PUD
Platinum Properties Management Company, LLC

The subject property lies at the southwest corner of CR 200 S and S CR
800 E.

Approximately 140 acres.

The property is zoned R-1a and is currently farmed. To the north property
is zoned R-1a (Avon High School) and C-4 (professional office). To the
east (across S CR 800 E) property is zoned PUD (The Settlement and
Settlement West) and contains residential and passive park uses. To the
south property is zoned residential and contains residential subdivision
under the Town of Plainfield’s jurisdiction (Williamsburg in the Woods)
and a few larger unplatted residential lots. To the west property is zoned
residential and contains residential subdivision under Hendricks County’s
jurisdiction (Hidden Valley Estates). There is also Avon school property
immediately west of the subject parcel; this serves as the high school
cross-country team practice area.

Hold a public hearing on the proposal and offer comments and
suggestions. A positive recommendation is requested.

This proposal was introduced to the Plan Commission at the June 25,
2018 meeting. Commissioners discussed the proposal and had the
following general comments/questions for the petitioner:

Is this development appropriate for PUD zoning or would straight zoning
suffice?

Does the market study account for lots already approved in Town?
Why is increased density good for the town?

Is water and sewer available?

Have there been discussions with Avon School administration?

Is an additional access for the proposed commercial area desired?
Will the commercial area be marketed by the developer?

Will the expected price points change?

Can the proposed south connector road be gated for emergency access
only?



H. Staff Comments:
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Commissioners also allowed the public to make comments on this
proposal at the introductory meeting. Their concerns centered on density,
traffic (amount and safety), connectivity, proposed home values, and

impacts to schools. Additional concerns may be brought to light during the
public hearing.

Note: this staff report has been updated for the September 24, 2018 plan
commission meeting to reflect the petitioner’s revised plans. Updated
information is below. The original staff report is also included for
background information.

The petitioner's most recent proposal was submitted in response to staff,
commissioner, and public comments. The following items were listed as
recommended conditions as part of a positive recommendation and have
been addressed by the petitioner in this recent proposal:

e The petitioner revise the market study to include the specific
commercial uses: The petitioner has submitted an Opinion of
Value for the commercial area prepared by a company
specializing in commercial real estate brokerage and management
(tab 10 of the petitioner's packet). That opinion indicates likely
development would include office or medical uses and that the real
estate could sell for around $200,000 per acre.

e The petitioner revise the commercial area so the text and concept
plan match: The petitioner’s plans have been revised so the text
and plan information match. The commercial component is
comprised of 4 net acres of developable property.

e Any additional commercial uses eliminated from the permitted use
list be included in the PUD text: No additional uses have been
eliminated by the petitioner.

e Any additional commercial architectural standards agreed to at the
plan commission meeting be included in the PUD text: There has
been no PUD text (page 5 of the PUD proposal behind tab 9) or
graphic revision submitted with the revised proposal.
Representative photos (tab 7 of the petitioner's packet) show a
residential style commercial building using brick as the
predominate building material. This should remain as a condition
for any recommendation made by the plan commission.

o Buffer yard requirements be added to the PUD text: additional
landscape and buffer requirements have been added to the
revised ordinance (tab 9, page 9).

o The petitioner continue work with town and school staff to arrive at
mutually agreeable road improvements and that specifics are
included in subsequent plat and development plan approvals: The
petitioner has included a commitment for the construction of a
private street on school property and dedicated to the school.
Additional commitments have been added to address public street
improvements (tab 9, page 13 of the ordinance). There is no
commitment regarding when the school road extension will be



constructed. Commissioners should set some benchmarks for the
construction of this road.

e These conditions are satisfactorily resolved with staff prior to an
introduction to town council. This condition should remain as part
of any recommendation made by the plan commission.

This most recent submittal has reduced the maximum number of lots to
285 (originally 300). As noted in staff's original report, R-1a zoning would
allow about 229 lots while R-2 zoning would allow about 275 lots. The
conceptual layout remains the same, with the larger Estate lots (10,000
sq. ft.) at the southern end of the site (adjacent to existing Williamsburg in
the Woods subdivision) and the smaller Villa lots (7,000 sq. ft.) at the
northern end along CR 200 S. The architectural requirements remain the
same for the residential component.

Commercial area

The Fairwood PUD includes about 4 developable acres of proposed
commercial area in the northeast corner of the property. This section
would comply with the standards contained in the C-4 (Transitional Office)
zoning district of the town’s ordinance and photographs of actual
commercial buildings have been submitted to show the architectural intent
for this area. The petitioner has voluntarily eliminated certain uses from
the Town's Permitted Use List, but a number of uses remain that may not
be appropriate for this particular site. Commissioners may wish to suggest
additional uses to remove from the list, which is included in the original
staff report below.

Open space, Amenity area and trails

The Subdivision Control Ordinance requires a minimum of 15% open
space for traditional subdivisions. The Fairwood proposal includes 47
acres of open space, or about 36% of the total acreage. Fairwood'’s open
space includes active and passive areas, including an amenity area
(roughly 4 acres in size) and common areas. The petitioner has updated
his proposal to mandate a list of amenities to be included (tab 9, page 10
-11). These items would meet the requirements of the Town’s subdivision
control ordinance for open space, trails, and amenity areas. There is,
however, no schedule for construction of these facilities.

The petitioner has revised his proposal to include details for perimeter
landscape buffers (tab 9, page 9-10).

Township request

The Township Trustee has recently (on 8/14) asked the developer to
donate 3 acres for a future fire station. More recently, the developer
proposed to the Trustee and Fire Chief two potential locations for a new
fire station. The first included taking some lots within the Fairwood
subdivision along CR 200 S for a new station. The second proposal would
place a future station on the east side of Dan Jones Road. The Trustee
has submitted a letter (included as part of the commissioner's packet)
indicating his preference for the second location. This site will be a bit
problematic, however, as it is the site for a proposed town park, on land
donated as part of the Settlement West PUD. The Town Counci! would




need to determine if a fire station would be a desirable use within this
future public park. Commissioners may wish to gain a commitment from
the developer to also set aside adequate property within the Fairwood
development to achieve the Township’s desires should the Dan Jones

property not materialize or create some other mechanism to achieve the
fire department’s goals.

School request

The petitioner has included language detailing a new private street that
will be constructed and dedicated to the Avon Community School
Corporation (ACSC), as requested. This new road is shown on the
conceptual site plan and open space plan. The petitioner specifically
notes the presence of wetlands in this area but states he will not be
responsible for mitigating them during the road construction. There is no
indication who will be responsible. That should be made clear in the
development commitments, as well as the timeframe for this particular
road construction.

The petitioner is also showing the requested fencing and has designed
the central amenity area to be able to serve as a centralized school bus
pick up/drop off location.

Phasing plan

The petitioner has submitted a phasing schedule. If approved,
construction is anticipated to begin mid-2019 with the first section of
homes. All single-family lots are expected to be complete at the end of
2023. The commercial component is projected to begin in 2023 and be
complete at the end of the following year. The total build out is estimated
to be complete in 6 years.

Although the schedule gives anticipated time lines for the housing and
commercial components, there is no mention of when the amenity area
will be complete or when road improvements will be finalized.
Commissioners may wish to establish timeframes or other benchmarks to
determine when each improvement will be started and completed.

Fiscal Impacts
(the complete fiscal study was previously emailed to each commissioner)
The fiscal study for the residential component was not modified.

Roads and Traffic

(the complete traffic study was previously emailed to each commissioner)
The petitioner has submitted a traffic study for review. The study was
completed by A& F Engineers and reviewed by GRW, the Town'’s
consulting engineer. Actual traffic counts were utilized in generating the
traffic impacts of the proposed development on the surrounding road
network. A follow up memo was prepared based on a total of 300 single
family lots. That additional investigation validated the original conclusions
and no additional improvements were suggested. That memo is included
behind tab 11 and shows no significant increase in impacts for 300
homes. As noted earlier in the staff report, the petitioner has reduced the
total number of lots to 285. The initial study included recommendations for
- road and intersection improvements to CR 200 S extension west of Dan




Jones Road, left turn lanes at Avon Avenue and Township Line Road,
and some lane and intersection improvements along Dan Jones Road
where entrances to the proposed development are planned.

Market Survey

(the complete market survey was previously emailed to each
commissioner)

The petitioner previously submitted a market analysis for review, which is
unchanged. He has also now provided an opinion of value for the
commercial component of the development.

NOTE: the original staff report information is below and is included
as background material:

Original staff report: Since the initial filing, the petitioner has continued
to modify and update his proposal, based on staff comments. The
petitioner has submitted an itemized list of the most recent updates, which
is included separately as part of this report. That same list is also included
in the petitioner’s binder, behind Tab 10.

The petitioner lists as one of the commitments, limiting the number of
single family lots to 282 (reduced from 300 originally) and approximately
25,000 square feet of commercial on approximately 140 acres. The
commercial area is described as being about 7 acres and there is about 8
acres of floodplain, leaving approximately 131 developable acres. The
residential area will be developed in two lot sizes — 7,000sf minimum and
10,000sf minimum - allowing differing home sizes and prices and
targeting a more diverse market.

The petitioner has submitted a site plan showing a conceptual layout. This
plan shows the smaller Villa lots at the northern section of the property,
across the street from Avon High School. The southern section will
contain the larger Estate lots, abutting the existing Williamsburg in the
Wood subdivision. A color rendering of the concept plan is included
behind Tab 4 in the petitioner’s packet.

As a comparison to the 282 lots shown, R-1a standards (the property’s
current zoning) would allow for the development of about 229 net lots and
R-2 would allow approximately 275 net lots.

Also, the text of the PUD notes 7 acres devoted to commercial
development while the original concept plan shows a commercial outlot of
only 2 acres. The recent petitioner’s packet notes a commercial area of 5

acres. The petitioner should submit revised plans and text with the final
determined commercial area noted.

The petitioner has also submitted architectural standards which would
replace those in the Avon zoning ordinance. The Avon ordinance contains
the following residential architectural standards:

1. Where two wall materials are combined horizontally on one



fagade, the heavier material must be below.

2. At least fifty percent (50%) of the first floor on the front fagade,
exclusive of windows and doorways, of residential buildings shall
be masonry.

3. Where a residential structure abuts a perimeter road or a less
intense residential zoning district, a minimum of fifty percent (50%)
of the first floor on all faces of the building visible from the road or
adjoining the less intense residential district, exclusive of windows
and doorways, shall be masonry.

4. |If used, vinyl shall be premium grade vinyl siding and shall have a
minimum thickness of 0.044 inches and shall comply with the
ASTM (American Society for Testing and Materials) Standard
Specification for rigid poly siding (ASTM D3679) All siding shall be
Class | as listed in this standard. The minimum length of uncut
siding pieces shall be twelve (12) feet. The installer shall make
every effort to minimize the number of joints and to keep the
length of installed siding pieces to twelve (12) feet. Additionally,
the selected materials shall preserve a wood grained finish in both
the siding and the trim.

5. Residential drives shall be constructed of concrete material.

In order to facilitate creative streetscapes, each residential
subdivision shall institute within its covenants a monotony code for
single family housing. Such monotony code shall set forth the
standards for separation of similar building facades and/or building
colors so that a variety of housing styles is apparent from any
point within the neighborhood.

In contrast to Avon’s standards, the petitioner has included a number of
minimum standards for all homes and has included a list of additional
features each home must incorporate. It is worth noting that both the front
and rear fagades of all homes must have extra architectural features and
the developer has made the effort to design the layout so that homes
along Dan Jones front on that public road. Pages 6-9 of the petitioner’s
PUD proposal include all of the architectural details. The petitioner has
also submitted representative photos of the types of homes for each
section. Dan Jones Road is noted as a Signature Street (Chapter 25 of
the zoning ordinance), which contains certain residential architectural
standards. That same chapter contains a list of 10 items from which the
builder must incorporate three into each home. Staff is satisfied the
petitioner's proposal would satisfy these requirements for the homes
along Dan Jones Road and 200 South.

Each home will be evaluated for compliance to the PUD standards during
building permit review.

The chart below shows the bulk standards comparison between the

proposed Fairwood PUD and current Town of Avon standards for both
R-1a and R-2 zoning districts.



Fairwood

Avon Zoning
_Ordinance

Min Lot Size 7,000 sf (Villas) R-1a = 15,000 sf
10,000 sf (Estate) R-2 = 12,500 sf

Min Lot Width 60’ (at bidg.setback) (villas) R-1a =100’

R-2 =90’

80’ (at bldg.setback) (Estate)
Max Lot Not specified R-1a/R-2 = 35%
Coverage
Min Livable
Floor Area 1,300 sqft (Villas) R-1a/R-2 = 1,400sf
Single Story 1,600 sqft (Estate)
Multi-Story: 700 sqft (Both) R-1a & R-2 =1,100sf
Mool 1,600 sqft & 1,800 sqft R-1a & R-2 =1,400sf

Max. Building 40’ 40’
Height
Min. Front Yard 30-3% 25’ subdivision rd.
Setback 30’ local road
Min. Side Yard 5 R-1a =15
Setback R-2=10
Minimum 10’ (Villas) R-1a = 3%
Distance
Between 20’ (Estate) R-2 =30
Buildings
Min. Rear Yard 20’ R-1a= 1%
Setback R-2=15

Commercial area

The Fairwood PUD includes about 7 acres of proposed commercial area
in the northeast corner of the property. This section would comply with the
standards contained in the C-4 (Transitional Office) zoning district of the
town’s ordinance. The petitioner has voluntarily eliminated certain uses
from the Permitted Use List:

Cell towers

Commercial outdoor recreation

Commercial parking garages
Hotels/motels

Ordinance products

Taverns and lounges

Commissioners may wish to review the remaining permitted uses and
determine whether any others should be removed:

e Business service establishments

¢ Commercial indoor recreation

¢ Financial institutions



Funeral homes and mortuaries
Government buildings
Hospitals/clinics/emergency health care clinics
Libraries and museums

Media broadcast stations

Media print production and distribution
Medical labs and testing

Medical and scientific research
Membership halls and organizations
Municipal buildings/utilities/services
Nursing home

Office

Parks and playgrounds

Professional service establishments
Places of worship

Public utilities

Research and development industries
Restaurants — Class A

Retail goods establishments, less than 5,000 sf
Schools, public and private

Specialty food stores

Studios, artists, dance, and music
Utilities

The petitioner has included photos indicating an appropriate architectural
style for commercial office and for retail uses.

As noted earlier, the Signature Street chapter requires certain minimum
architectural treatments. Commercial architectural standards for projects
abutting 200 S and/or Dan Jones Road include a three sided architectural
treatment, must use brick, stone, dryvit, or stucco, and include two
architectural features or two colors and textures.

Plan commissioners may want to discuss specific acceptable building
materials and styling and include those in the text of the PUD document.

Review for compliance with regulations would occur during development
plan review and building permit review.

Open space, Amenity area and trails

The Subdivision Control Ordinance requires a minimum of 15% open
space for traditional subdivisions. The Fairwood proposal includes 49
acres of open space, or about 37% of the total acreage. The SCO allows
items such as man-made water features, dry detention areas, perimeter
landscaping, and floodplain areas with certain conditions to count as open
space. Fairwood’s open space includes active and passive areas,
including an amenity area (roughly 4 acres in size) and common areas.

- The proposed amenity area will be developed in compliance with the SCO
regulations contained in Article 3, which would require two amenity center



features. In fulfilment of the SCO requirements, the petitioner is also
proposing at least two of the following items:

e Swimming pool

e Shade pavilion

¢ Playground

e Play court

e Pergola covered walkway
These items are included on page 10 of the petitioner's PUD document.
As noted earlier, the petitioner submitted a list of PUD revisisions....in that
document the amenities have been further specified to include but not be
limited to:
800sf building with restrooms and 50sf lockable storage;
300sf outdoor patio space;
Community swimming pool and wading pool; and,
playground

The petitioner has also included a pathway system running through the
development as shown on the concept plan. Text regarding the trail
system is included on page 11 of the Fairwood PUD document. Avon's
Bicycle and Pedestrian Pathway Plan would require a 10’ wide path
through the development and connecting to Avon High School and a
sidewalk along Dan Jones. The petitioner has clarified in his revisions the

connecting pathway will be 10’ wide and has shown this behind Tab 5 of
his packet.

The petitioner notes in his text that a buffer area between the Estate
homes (larger lots) and the existing Williamsburg in the Woods
subdivision is provided. This buffer area is not detailed in the PUD
proposal. Commissioners should require buffer yard details (minimum
width, plantings, fencing, etc.). Although standard residential
developments are not required to provide a buffer between adjacent uses,
Staff would note that PUD developments do require a 40’ wide buffer yard
along the perimeter of the development (per Chapter 16 of the Avon
zoning ordinance). The submitted concept plan appears to comply with

this standard, with the omission of specific plantings being included in the
text.

Township request

The Township Trustee has recently (on 8/14) asked the developer to
donate 3 acres for a future fire station. As this is a recent request, it is not
part of the proposal. Commissioners may wish to discuss a commitment
from the developer to provide the requested land donation.

School request
The Avon Community School Corporation (ACSC) reviewed the
preliminary plans submitted by the petitioner and has offered the following
comments and requests:
1. Installation of fencing separating this development and ACSC
property (practice fields and cross country course).
2. Installation of access road connecting northern entrance to
development off of the roundabout to the high school access
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drive. This would allow traffic exiting the high school onto Dan
Jones to flow through the roundabout. Costs to construct the road
and costs associated with any wetland remediation as a result
would be the responsibility of the developer.

3. If the northern entrance to the development is extended west (as
requested by the Town), extension of the walking trail and a
crosswalk placed at a mutually agreed upon location to allow
students the ability to walk from the development to the high
school.

4. Increase turning radii on entrance into sub-division. The addition
of acceleration/deceleration lanes would be preferable.

5. Revise the required setback on boulevards to allow more room for
buses to negotiate entrance.

6. Require that trees planted in boulevards be trimmed so as to not
restrict lane width

7. Create provisions to control on-street parking. We have had
numerous occasions where buses could not navigate streets due
to vehicular parking.

8. Since some of the variances being granted when designing new
subdivisions greatly restrict the ability of a school bus to safely
navigate streets, provisions to adjust our guidelines will more than
likely need to be addressed. As discussed, several options need
to be weighed and implemented.

a. Could a clubhouse or shelter be made mandatory, and
located in an area near the main entry to allow a bus to
make a single stop. In developments where this may not
be possible, refer to line b.

b. Bus stops should be assigned and designated on the
original site plans. This will allow potential buyers to select
their building site based on their needs or personal bias. In
instances where roads are too narrow to safely navigate
buses, the walk distance may exceed the norm. As long as
the stop locations are made known to the potential buyer
prior to their purchase, these adjustments can be noted on
our web-page.

9. The school corporation would ask for no boulders placed in
entrances and any easement.

Staff is given to understand that negotiations are ongoing between the
developer and ACSC on the above list. Should the petitioner be willing to
commit to any of the above, those items should be made part of the
written commitments that are recommended by the plan commission to
the council for their consideration. Commissioners may wish to make a
condition that the petitioner continue to work with town and school staff to
reach mutually satisfactory outcomes and that those specifics are made
part of any plat and development plan approval.

Phasing plan

The petitioner has submitted a phasing schedule. If approved,
construction is anticipated to begin mid-2019 with the first section of
homes. All single-family lots are expected to be complete at the end of
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2024. The commercial component is projected to begin mid-2024 and be
complete at the end of the following year. The total build out is estimated
to be complete in 6 years.

Fiscal Impacts

(the complete fiscal study was previously emailed to each commissioner)
The petitioner has submitted a fiscal impact study. As a summary to that
study (prepared by the Town'’s fiscal advisor), the development’s
estimated total net assessed value is $47,840,250. Revenues and
expenditures have been projected out five years. The total estimated
Town revenue at year 1 is $57,490 and increases to $243,750 by year 5.
By contrast, Town expenditures in year 1 are estimated at $65,076 (a
shortfall of $7,586) and increase to $269,874 (a shortfall of $26,124).

The Township’s only increase in assumed expenditures relates to
providing fire protection and is shown as increasing at the same rate as
currently exists, with a year 5 shortfall of $43,368.

County and Library expenditures are also expected to increase, with year
5 shortfalls of $27,050 and $10,859, respectively.

The development is expected to add 54 students initially, with a 5-year
total of 226. This assumes 0.8 students per 100 homes (total of 282
homes was also assumed). The revenue shortfall to the school
corporation is anticipated at $22,286 in year 1 and $88,222 in year 5. It
should be noted this study takes into account only the transportation levy
as no new debt service should accrue as a result of this development.

It should also be noted that historically, residential development does not
pay the full cost of services provided and has never provided a “balanced”
cost benefit ratio. The Circuit Breaker intensifies this negative impact.

The proposed development will have some positive impacts. In addition to
the overall increase in property values, the Town coliects park impact fees
at a rate of $1,095 per home. With a total of 282 homes, the potential
revenue is estimated at $308,790. Also, there is an estimated direct
impact to local business of $84,000,000 and an indirect impact of
$66,000,000 during the construction phase.

As noted in the fiscal study, the plan commission may choose to discuss
a financial contribution from the developer in order to offset a portion of
the expected revenue shortfall.

Roads and Traffic
(the complete traffic study was previously emailed to each commissioner)

- The petitioner has submitted a traffic study for review. The study was

completed by A& F Engineers and reviewed by GRW, the Town's
consulting engineer. Actual traffic counts were utilized in generating the
traffic impacts of the proposed development on the surrounding road
network. The study includes recommendations for road and intersection
improvements to CR 200 S extension west of Dan Jones Road, left turn



lanes at Avon Avenue and Township Line Road, and some lane and
intersection improvements along Dan Jones Road where entrance(s) to
the proposed development are planned.

The initial traffic study assumed 272 lots and 25,000 sf of retail
development. A follow up memo was prepared based on a total of 300
single family lots. That additional investigation validated the original
conclusions and no additional improvements were suggested. A copy of
the memo is included as an attachment to this report. As noted earlier, the
petitioner has revised his PUD to limit the number of lots to 282.

While it is not unheard of for construction standards to be included as part
of a PUD ordinance, Avon chooses to address these specifications
through waivers during the platting process. As indicated on the
petitioner’s list of revisions, the development wili comply with Avon
construction standards for 2A and 3A road standards. The petitioner is
proposing to modify the standards for the frontage road along Dan Jones.
This request will be submitted and reviewed as part of platting and
development plan approval.

The town’s Public Works Department submitted a list of items for
discussion as part of a preliminary technical committee review. The
complete list is included with this staff report.

In general, the comments center on road improvements, pedestrian/bike
paths, and street cross-section design. One specific comment concerns
the subdivision connection to the south which would connect to the
adjacent Williamsburg in the Woods subdivision. The town encourages
and requires connectivity between current and potential future
developments. Itis staff's understanding that the Town of Plainfield may
proceed with vacating the road extension that exists from Williamsburg in
the Woods to the Fairwood property. Because that has not yet occurred,
staff would still require the petitioner to construct a road stub. If Plainfield
does vacate the existing street and right-of-way, then this petitioner
should still dedicate the necessary right-of-way to ensure any future
required connection could be made.

Market Survey

(the complete market survey was previously emailed to each
commissioner)

The petitioner submitted a market analysis for review. In general, this
study examines the risk of building the residential component of the
proposed development, based on existing supply. The study notes the
overall risk of developing homes in the $275,000 to $325,000 price range
is minimal (page 2). There is steady demand for homes in this price range
and not a lot of inventory available. On page 12 of the study, the data
indicate a 1.6 year supply of homes within east central Hendricks County,
while on page 14 indications are there is just over a 1 month supply of
homes in the price range expected from this development.

One piece of information that is not included in the study is the
commercial component. Commissioners may wish to require the
petitioner to revise his study to include this information so they may better
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understand the marketability of commercial in this location.

According to Chapter 5, section 5-2, the following should be evaluated
when considering any proposed new PUD:

a: The Proposal will achieve the purposes for which PUDs may be
approved

The intent of the PUD ordinance is to provide greater flexibility, innovative
approaches to meeting housing and business needs, and be in the best
interest of the Town.

The petitioner's proposal does benefit from the flexibility offered by PUD
zoning, in allowing smaller lots to be developed and being more
responsive to market demands. There is also a small commercial
component to this proposal. Under typical zoning standards, commercial
and residential uses are not allowed to be built in the same districts.

Whether or not the proposal uses innovative approaches to meet housing
or business needs is, of course, subjective. The conceptual layout is
certainly typical, as is the housing product offered. The inclusion of two
different housing types and lot sizes is not typical for standard
subdivisions with straight residential zoning.

This PUD proposal does allow the town to further negotiations between
the school corporation and township services.

b: The Proposal will not violate the general purposes, goals, and
objectives of the Zoning Ordinance and the Town’s Comprehensive
Plan

The general objectives of the zoning ordinance and comprehensive plans
are, of course, to provide for reasonable and desirable growth. The PUD
ordinance specifically was enacted to provide more flexibility for
developments, more innovation than the general zoning ordinance allows,
and more opportunities for developments beneficial to the Town and
residents. The petitioner's proposal meets or exceeds general guidelines
contained in town ordinances and is seeking to take advantage of the
flexibility offered through PUD zoning.

The Comprehensive Plan anticipates this area is best suited for single
family residential development. The subject site is not included in any
special Cluster District as noted on the Future Land Use Map and is
therefore expected to develop per the underlying zoning district, which is
single-family residential.

The Future Land Use map does not contemplate commercial
development in this area. Commercial and/or retail uses may be
appropriate however, given existing office uses to the north of the subject

property and future commercial across Dan Jones (approved as part of
The Settlement PUD).



J: Statutory
Guidelines for
Rezoning:
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Commissioners should determine whether commercial uses are
appropriate for this site and include their conclusion in any
recommendation to the town council.

c: The Proposal will not unduly burden adjacent roadways

The petitioner has submitted a traffic impact study with his proposal. The
study indicates suggested roadway improvements to be made as a result
of this development. These suggested improvements should insure
adjacent roads are not unduly burdened. The traffic study concludes the
majority of intersections will operate at acceptable service levels when
this development (including commercial) is complete. Where levels of
service are not acceptable (D, E, and F notations) are the intersection at
Avon Avenue/150 S (PM peak only), Avon Avenue and Township Line
Road, and Dan Jones Road and a proposed retail and residential access
drive (PM peaks only). Where future failures are noted, the study also
includes improvements that should be made to the road network.

d: The Proposal will result in a development providing adequate and
appropriate levels of open space and other compensating amenities
both within the proposed development and to the Town

The PUD ordinance proposes around 37% open space overall. The open
space is intended to be integrated into site plans, as development plans
move forward. The petitioner is showing one central amenity area along
with a pathway/sidewalk network.

State law (IC-36-7-4-603) establishes five criteria for any zoning

change and requires Plan Commission and Town Council to pay
reasonable regard to them:

Criterion 1: The Comprehensive Plan, as adopted and

amended from time to time

The recently adopted Future Land Use Map indicates this area as most
appropriate for single-family residential. The property is not part of any

designated Cluster Area and would therefore be anticipated to develop
per the underlying zoning.

Criterion 2: Current conditions and the character of the
current structures and uses in each district

The property is zoned R-1a and is currently farmed. Properties
surrounding the subject property are residentially zoned and developed.
Avon High School abuts the property to the north, and to the west is also
school property used as a practice area for cross-country team.

The subdivisions to the west and south contain homes built generally in
the 70s & 80s (west) and 90s (south). These homes are on lots ranging
from one-third of an acre to just over an acre in size. Subdivisions to the
east are existing or proposed (Settlement West) newer homes (built in
2000s) on similarly sized lots as what is proposed. There is also an
existing commercial (office) development to the north. The petitioner's
proposal would be an appropriate addition to the surrounding area.



Criterion 3: The most desirable use for which the land in each
zoning district is adapted

As noted above, the comprehensive plan anticipates this area to
develop for residential uses.

The Town Council, as with all re-zonings, may make the
determination of “desirable and appropriate” uses in the best
interests of the community.

Criterion 4: The conservation of property values throughout

the jurisdiction

The proposed development is expected to have neutral or positive
impacts on property values. Overall property values can be expected to
grow in the future, as they have in the past, as this and other areas are
developed. With developed property (as opposed to agricultural land)
the town can expect additional tax and impact fee revenues as a direct
result of this proposal.

Criterion 5: Responsible development and growth

This proposed project would construct needed homes on property
which is adjacent to developed areas. As such, it can be considered as
desirable infill as opposed to a development at the far reaches of town.
Infill projects are more desirable than what is considered sprawl, as
existing services are already available or can be provided with less
impact to resources. This proposal also offers more than one type of
desirable housing type. This will appeal to a wider spectrum of home
buyers and is much more efficient than developing two or three
separate subdivisions offering the same range of products.

In addition, there is a small commercial component to this proposal.
This would offer convenient services right next door and potential
places of employment for residents of the neighborhood

The Town Council, as with all petitions to rezone land, has the ultimate
decision on this petition.

COMMITMENTS

Indiana Code 36-7-4-600 Series also allows communities to gain
‘commitments’ from developers through the rezone process. These
commitments are voluntary on the part of the landowner and developer
and must be recommended by the Advisory Plan Commission and
approved by the Town Council.

K. Recommendation: The Plan Commission may choose to forward a positive, negative, or no
recommendation to the Town Council.

Requested Action: Hold a public hearing on PUD(P) 18-03 and forward a
recommendation to the Town Council. Should the commissioners choose
to make a recommendation, Staff is generally supportive of this proposal
and recommends a positive recommendation for PUD(P) 18-03, with the
following conditions:

15
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1. Any conditions discussed at the plan commission meeting
be added to the PUD text;

2. Any additional commercial uses eliminated from the
permitted use list be included in the PUD text;

3. Any additional commercial architectural standards agreed
to at the plan commission meeting be included in the PUD
text;

4. The petitioner continue work with town and school staff to
arrive at mutually agreeable road improvements and that
specifics are included in subsequent plat and development
plan approvals;

5. The petitioner include specific benchmarks for road and
amenity area improvements; and,

6. These conditions are satisfactorily resolved with staff prior
to an introduction to town council.

Commissioners may choose to continue the petition to allow the petitioner
an opportunity to respond to questions and comments that arise from the
public hearing, to obtain additional information requested by the
commissioners, and/or to revise any documents.

Should the PC want to forward a negative recommendation, Staff offers
these thoughts for consideration:
1. The proposed commercial component does not meet the
suggested land use as shown on the Future Land Use
Map; or,
2. The property can be effectively developed through the
existing zoning district standards.
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Sample Plan Commission Motion

AVON ADVISORY PLAN COMMISSION

Motion for approval of a proposed PUD
Case Number: PUD(P) 18-03, Fairwood

The Avon Plan Commission Staff has considered the proposed PUD proposal on
the subject property and has found that the proposal satisfies the general intent
of the PUD ordinance and those development goals and objectives of the Town

of Avon.

| move that we forward a positive recommendation for PUD(P) 18-03, Fairwood,
to the Town Council, with the following conditions:

1.

2.

OR

Any conditions discussed at the plan commission meeting be added to
the PUD text;

Any additional commercial uses eliminated from the permitted use list be
included in the PUD text;

Any additional commercial architectural standards agreed to at the plan
commission meeting be included in the PUD text;

The petitioner continue work with town and school staff to arrive at
mutually agreeable road improvements and that specifics are included in
subsequent plat and development plan approvals;

The petitioner include specific benchmarks for road and amenity area
improvements; and,

These conditions are satisfactorily resolved with staff prior to an
introduction to town council.

| move that we forward a negative recommendation for PUD(P) 18-03, Fairwood,
to the Town Council for the following reason(s):

1.

2¢

18

The proposed commercial component does not meet the suggested land
use as shown on the Future Land Use Map;

The property can be effectively developed through the existing zoning
district standards; or,

(List others)



WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP i
HENDRICKS COUNTY TOWNSHIP BOARD

. TRUSTEE , ~ 311 Production Drive i Steven D. Blacketer
' Don Hodson | - Avon, IN 46123 | Suzanne X. Conger
Phone: (317) 272-1835 , Fred Palmer

September 5, 2018

Mr. Tim Walter, P.E.

Vice President-Development
PLATINUM PROPERTIES

9757 Westpoint Drive-Suite 600
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

RE: Donation of Property for Future Fire Station
Fair wood PUD

Dear Mr. Walter:

Chief Smith and | want to thank you for taking the time to meet with us concerning our request
for a possible donation of land to the Washington Township/Avon Fire Department as a
possible location for a future fire station. Our request was made through the Avon Planning
Department in relation to the application by your company for the Fair wood PUD.

During the meeting with you and representatives of the Town of Avon, you presented two
possible locations for our request. One was in the actual subdivision and the other was in land
being donated by the Turner Family to the Town for park land use.

In our initial request, we were asking for up to three (3) acres, with one and one half (1%)to
two (2) acres being the minimum needed to build a fire station, parking area for 15 spaces and
some potential future expansion. If needed. You stated that the lot sizes in the subdivision
location were quarter {1/4) acre and you had identified three lots for the station location, which
would equate to three-quarters (3/4) of an acre. The possible designated station location would
have access to County Road 150 South. The donated park land location had fifteen (15) acres
and would have access from Dan Jones.

After reviewing the two potential locations provided by you, we feel that the best choice given
would be the donated park land. The reasons we feel this are as follows:



¢ The access for the fire vehicles would be Dan Jones-allowing easier entry to the road,
less traffic congestion, thus faster response time.

° The need for a minimum of one and one half to two acres to adequately meet a
potential fire station size, adequate parking and potential future growth could definitely
be met with the park area. Whereas in order to meet that need, a minimum of six lots
{due to the size of the lots) would be needed in the designated subdivision offered as a
choice.

¢ Using designated park area land would mean NOT taking property “off the tax rolls”
since the park land would not be taxable, whereas six subdivision lots would decrease
the potential tax base.

As we stated in the meeting, we appreciate which ever choice is provided as long as we are able
to meet the minimum area needed and that we don’t have any restrictions (other than the
usual Town Planning rules) placed on the building of the station. We also want to remind you
and the Town that it would probably be a minimum of four-five years before a station would be
constructed if the decision was made to locate there.

Again thank you for the opportunity to discuss our request. If you, the property owners or the

Town have further quebti please feel free to contact us.
Dan Smith
Township Truétee Fire Chief

Cc: Jodi Dickey, Director of Planning and Building, Town of Avon
Ryan Cannon, Assistant Town Manager, Town of Avon
Suzanne Conger, Township Board Chairman




Fairwood
A Planned Unit Development

Town of Avon, Indiana
Revised 9/13/2018

Developer

Platinum Properties Management Co, LLC
Attn: Paul Rioux

9757 Westpoint Drive, Suite 600
Indianapolis, IN 46256

PHASING SCHEDULE

The following phasing schedule delineates the completion of the Secondary Review for each phase

of the development. Development construction will begin per the Town of Avon Zoning Ordinance

within 24 months of Secondary Approval.

RESIDENTIAL — Complete Secondary Review:

Section One (85 +/- lots) 2019.

Section Two (44 +/- lots) 20200r 2021.
Section Three (22 +/- lots) 2020 or 2021.
Section Four (43 +/- lots) 2021 or 2022.
Section Five (26 +/- lots) 2021 or 2022.
Section Six (40 +/- lots) 2022 or 2023.
Section Seven (25 +/- lots) 2022 or 2023.

Note: Home construction shall begin following the completion of Development Construction

as the market allows.

COMMERCIAL OUTLOT
Complete Secondary Review: 2023 to 2025.

Note: Building construction shall be completed during Development Construction.
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DPR(A) 18-14 Avon Washington Township Public Library
Planning & Building Department Staff Report

September 24, 2018

Advisory Plan Commission, Public Hearing

Desire Irakoze

A. Petition DPR(A) 18-14, Avon-Washington Township Public Library,
Number: Development Plan Review.

B. Applicant: Katie Werner, KRM Architecture.

C. Location: The subject property is located at 498 N Avon Ave, Avon, In 46123

D. Parcel The subject parcel is 5.1 acres.
Size:

E. Land Use Current land use is a public library, the current land zoning is R-2.
and The land use to the North, East, South and West are all zoned R-2
Zoning: (Single Family Residential District) and contain Sycamore Creek and

the Stratford of Avon subdivisions. The north east corner is zoned R-3

and also contains single family homes.

F. Action Approve a Development Plan to build a 1,457 square foot building
Requested: | addition to a preexisting 41,058 square foot building.

G. History The Library was approved by Hendricks county and was built in 1996.
H. Staff The building addition is less than the 15% required for plan
Comments: commission. Due to addition of an external sidewalk the petition needs

plan commission approval.

DPR RELEVANT ORDIANCES
Development Standards, Zoning Ordinance Sec. 4-8(7)

A. A Development Plan under this Section shall be required
to meet:

(a) the development standards set forth in the zoning
district in which the use is or is proposed to be located.
This plan meets the standards set forth in the Avon
Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances

(b) All applicable Overlay Districts- This site is not located in
any Overlay Districts.

(c) the standards of the Subdivision Control Ordinance-
The petition meets the requirements set forth in the
Subdivision Control Ordinance.

(d) Chapter 14 (Performance Standards) —The petitioner



. Action:

b

has submitted a compliant lighting plan.

(e) Chapter 15 (Off-Street Parking and Loading) — The
petitioner has provided site parking in compliance with the
Town of Avon Zoning Ordinance. Plans are compliant. No
change in parking required for the addition.

(f) Chapter 16 (Landscaping and Screening) —Plans
submitted comply with the standards contained in the
Zoning Ordinance and general landscaping requirements
contained in the zoning ordinance. Note that a landscape
bond will still need to be posted. The petitioner is aware of
this requirement. The petitioner received a perimeter
landscape variance from the BZA allowing the relocation of
landscape to elsewhere on the property.

(g) Chapter 18 (Signs) — No new sign was presented.

(h) All storm water management, erosion control and soil
conservation, and technical specifications of the Town
of Avon - Plans submitted by the petitioner have been
through TAC review and have received comments by the
Town’s engineering consultant. Plans are compliant.

(i) (?)All applicable recommendations of the Town of Avon
Comprehensive Plan and all associated components of
the Comprehensive Plan (ex. Thoroughfare Plan,
Gateway Plan, etc.). - The Comprehensive Plan
contemplates residential uses in this area. Plans submitted
by the petitioner comply with Comprehensive Plan
recommendations for land use in the area and with the
Zoning Ordinance.

The petitioner has met all procedural requirements for this case. This
petition was reviewed for technical compliance and complies. Once
again, development plans are a ministerial decision, meaning, if the
project complies with the Town of Avon Zoning Ordinance and
regulations, and has received approval from Town Engineers, the
Public Works Departments, and Fire Department, then the Plan
Commission must approve the Development Plan. The Plan
Commission may impose reasonable conditions as part of the approval

and may accept voluntary commitments made by the developer as part
of the approval

The Plan Commission may choose to approve, approve with
conditions, deny, or continue this petition.

Staff recommends approval of DPR(A) 18-14 Avon-Washington
Township Public Library

Staff recommends approval of DPR(A) 18-14 Avon-Washington
Township Public Library Expansion with the following conditions:



1. Any revised plans must comply with all commitments and
conditions noted as part of any approval granted;

2. The petitioner must post a landscape bond prior to issuance of
a Certificate of Occupancy; and,

3. The development shall comply with all relevant portions of
Town Code, and comments by Public Works, Fire Department,
CRE, and NRCS at the preconstruction meeting.

DPR(A) 18 14 Avon-Washmgton Townshlp Publlc lerary Locatlon Map

P .?2u.|. p -...’v_' . R




Sample Plan Commission Motion

AVON ADVISORY PLAN COMMISSION

Motion for approval of a Development Plan
Case Number: DPR(A) 18-14 Avon-Washington Township Public Library

The Avon Plan Commission Staff has considered the proposed Development
Plan on the subject property and has found that the plan will meet all the

standards of the Subdivision Control Ordinance and the Zoning Ordinance, under
the conditions of this approval.

| move that we approve DPR(A) 18-14 Avon-Washington Township Public
Library, subject to the following conditions:

4. Any revised plans must comply with all commitments and conditions noted as
part of any approval granted;

5. The petitioner must post a landscape bond prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy; and,
6. The development shall comply with all relevant portions of Town Code, and

comments by Public Works, Fire Department, CRE, and NRCS at the
preconstruction meeting.



FINDINGS OF FACT FOR A DEVELOPMENT PLAN

AVON ADVISORY PLAN COMMISSION
Case Number: DPR(A) 18-14 Avon-Washington Township Public Library

The Avon Plan Commission Staff has considered the proposed Development Plan Amendment on
the subject site and has found that the plan will meet the criteria set forth inthe Avon Zoning
Ordinance. The Avon Plan Commission Staff further finds that the proposed development meets
the requirements of the Town of Avon's Subdivision Control Ordinance, Storm Drainage, Erosion
and Sediment Control Ordinance, and the land use policies and goals and objectives of the
Comprehensive Plan, with the conditions listed below:

DECISION

IT IS THEREFORE THE DECISION OF THE AVON STAFF THAT DEVELOPMENT
PLAN APPROVAL BE GRANTED TO PETITION DPR(A) 18-14 Avon-Washington
Township Public Library, subject to the following conditions:

1. Any revised plans must comply with all commitments and conditions noted as
part of any approval granted;

2. The petitioner must post a landscape bond prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy; and,

3. The development shall comply with all relevant portions of Town Code, and
comments by Public Works, Fire Department, CRE, and NRCS at the
preconstruction meeting.

ADOPTED THIS 24" DAY OF September 24", 2018

James Petrides, President Jodi Dickey, Secretary

This instrument was prepared on September 12", 2018 by:
Desire Irakoze

Assistant Planner, Planning & Building

Town of Avon, Indiana
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TOWN OF Avon

“‘-‘7-3‘{3

TAC Summary T 4

w

Project Name: DPR(A) 18-14 Chick-fil-A

Staff TAC
Comments

Cross
Roads
Comments

Petitioner
Response

Mr. Irakoze
1.Per section 15-7 of Chapter 15 (Off-street parking and foading) (1.} the minimum automobile off-street parking for a use shall be provided ¢
the rate set forth below. 1 space per 400 sq. ft. Please provide a parking Matrix. i.e. Trees required = x trees provide= x

There are 100 parking spaces would be for 40,000 sq. ft. this project is 42,515 sq. ft. that means there needs to be 106 parking spaces.
Of the six new parking spaces one needs to be accessible parking. (1.) Commercial/ non-residential uses — a minimum of one bicycle rack

shall be provided for every 20 automobile parking spaces require 5 bicycle racks should be shown on the plans.

2 Per Section 16-3 of Chapter 16 (Landscaping and Screening)
Please provide a fandscape matrix. i.e. Trees required = x trees provide= X

Foundation plantings. 1 tree and 10 shrubs per 50 linear feet. (110 linear ft. / 50 finear ft. =2.6) Foundation plantings required are 2 trees and
20 shrubs.

3. Per the Avon bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan Chapter 4 system plan map there needs to be a 6 sidewalk on the eastern border.
4. Per section 14- 15 of Chapter 14 (Outdoor Lighting) (1.) All areas containing outdoor lighting (except street lighting) shall fimit light spillage

onto adjacent property. a. The light spillage can only be 0.10 when abutting residential districts

1. Per Chapter 6, Section 5.3.B of the SMO, please revise the plans to include a Vicinity map. 2

Per Chapter 6, Section 5.3.C.HI of the SMO, please revise the existing project site layout to include the one hundred (100) year floodplains.
floodway fringes, and floodways. Please note if none exists.

3.Per Chapter 6, Section 5.3.E.1 of the SMO, please revise the grading plan to indicate the delineation of all proposed land disturbing activitie
including off-site activities that will provide services to the project site

4. Per Chapter 6, Section 6.1 of the SMO, please revise the plans to include a drainage summary identifying the drainage impacts due to the

building addition including verbiage detailing the existing and proposed drainage patterns on the subject site, pre- and post-developed curve
number/runoff coefficients and discharge.

5. Please revise the drainage report to include pipe calculations confirming the capacity of the downstream 12" pip

Mr. Irakoze

Per section 15-7 of Chapter 15 (Off-street parking and loading)

(1.} the minimum automobile off-street parking for a use shall be provided at the rate set forth below. 1 space per 400 sq. ft.

a. Please provide a parking Matrix. i.e. Trees required = x trees provide= x There are 100 parking spaces would be for 40,000 sq. ft. this

project is 42,515 sq. ft. that means there needs to be 106 parking spaces. Of the six new parking spaces one needs to be accessible
parking. Matrix has been added to sheet BZA-01.



June 14, 2017

. Commercial/ non-residential uses — a minimum of one bicycle rack shall be provided for every 20 automobile parking spaces required. 5
bicycle racks should be shown on the plans.  Bicycle racks added. See sheet BZA-01. 2. Per Section 16-3 of Chapter 16 (Landscaping
and Screening) a. Please provide a landscape matrix. i.e. Trees required = X trees provide= x matrix has been added to sheet BZA-01.

. Foundation plantings. 1 tree and 10 shrubs per 50 linear feet. (110 linear f. / 50 linear ft. =2.6) Foundation plantings required are 2 trees
and 20 shrubs.

. Per the Avon bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan Chapter 4 system plan map there needs to be a 6' sidewalk on the eastern border. As

per our discussions with DPW, we have added a Pedestrian Path to the eastern edge of the existing parking lot, and will connect to the
north boundary of the property.

4. Per section 14- 15 of Chapter 14 (Outdoor Lighting)
(1.) All areas containing outdoor lighting (except street lighting) shall limit light spillage onto adjacent property.
a. The light spillage can only be 0.10 when abutting residential districts
The proposed plans have been updated to limit the fight spiltage to 0.10 fc for praperty lines adjacent to residential areas.

Mr. Hko

Per Chapter 8, Section 5.3.B of the SMO, please revise the plans to include a Vicinity map. Addressed satisfactorily.
2. Per Chapter 6, Section 5.3.C.1I1 of the SMO, please revise the existing project site layout to include the one hundred (100) year floedplain
floodway fringes, and floodways. Please note if none exists. Addressed satisfactorily.
3. Per Chapter 6, Section 5.3.E.| of the SMO, please revise the grading plan to indicate the delineation of all proposed land disturbing activiti
. including off-site activities that will provide services to the project site. Addressed satisfactorily.
4. Per Chapter 6, Section 6.1 of the SMO, please revise the plans to include a drainage summary identifying the drainage impacts due to the
building addition including verbiage detailing the existing and proposed drainage patterns on the subject site, pre- and post-

developed curve number/runoff coefficients and discharge. Please revise the drainage report to inciude runoff calculations for the entire
watershed that drains to the existing pipe in both the existing and proposed conditions to confirm that the existing pipe has sufficient capacity
to convey the additional runoff caused by the proposed addition

5. Please revise the drainage report to include pipe calcutations confirming the capacity of the downstream 12" pipe. See comment #4.
6. Please revise the plans and drainage report to include the revision date

TAC Meeling Date






