MINUTES
ELKHART COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION MEETING
HELD ON THE 12TH DAY OF MAY 2016 AT 9:00 AM. IN THE
MEETING ROOM OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICES BUILDING
4230 ELKHART ROAD, GOSHEN, INDIANA

1. The regular meeting of the Elkhart County Plam@ission was called to order by the
Chairman, Steve Warner, with the following memheesent: Blake Doriot, Frank Lucchese, Tony
Campanello, Tom Stump, Lori Snyder, Steven Edwetisye Warner, and Jeff Burbrink. Roger
Miller was absent. The following staff members weresent: Chris Godlewski, Plan Director;
Jason Auvil, Planning Manager; Liz Gunden, PlanBath Britton, Administrative Manager; and
James W. Kolbus, Attorney for the Board. Mark Kanridanner, was absent.

2. A motion was made and second@ariot/Burbrink) that the minutes of the last regular
meeting of the Elkhart County Plan Commission, leegidhe 14th day of April 2016, be approved
as submitted. The motion was carried with a unangnmte.

3. A motion was made and second@briot/Lucchese) that the Elkhart County Zoning
Ordinance and Elkhart County Subdivision Contralli@ance be accepted as evidence for today’s
hearings. The motion was carried with a unanimas.v

4. The application for a zone map change from A&-Mtl, for Big M, Inc., represented by
Brads-Ko Engineering & Surveying, Inc., on propddgated on the east side of SR 13, 1,700 ft.
south of SR 120, common address of 53254 SR 18ik Yownship, was presented at this time.

Ms. Gunden summarized the Staff Report / Stafflysis which is attached for review as
Case #RZ-0079-2016, and noted that the petition had been withdraeferencing a May 3, 2016,
letter from Brads-Ko Engineering & Surveying, Inc.

No representative was present on behalf of thequedr.

No public hearing was opened.

The Board examined said request, and after dugdsmation and deliberation:
Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Blake Doriot, Seconded by Steven Edwards, that the
Advisory Plan Commission approve the withdrawathid request for a zone map change from A-1
to M-1 forBig M, Inc., without prejudice.
Vote: Motion carried by unanimous roll call vominmary: Yes = 8).
Yes. Blake Doriot, Frank Lucchese, Jeff Burbrink, Lony8er, Steve Warner, Steven Edwards,
Tom Stump, Tony Campanello.

* |t is noted that Mr. Lucchese and Ms. Shyder stepped down at this time due to potential conflicts
of interest.

5. The application for a zone map change from Bdtailed Planned Unit Development R-3
to be known aEDGEWATER CONDOMINIUMS DPUD,for the Board of Commissioners of the
County of Elkhart (seller) and Edgewater CondonmsuLLC (buyer), represented by Jones Petrie
Rafinski, on property located on the east end ofs8u Lane, north of Lagoon Road and
Susquehanna Road, 1,300 ft. north of SR 120, 500et of CR 17, common address of 22053
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Sunset Lane in Osolo Township, was presentedsatithe.

Ms. Gunden presented the Staff Report / Staff yaml which is attached for review as
Case #DPUD-0074-2016.

Ken Jones, Jones Petrie Rafinski (JPR), 4703 @hest, Elkhart, was present on behalf of
the petitioners. The Board of County Commissionaes,said, would like to move the subject
parcel, acquired during bridge construction, batk the tax base. The site will contain a total of
eight owner-occupied units, 1,800-2,400 sqg. fthe&ach unit's garage will accommodate two
vehicles, but some outside overflow parking arepl@ned. No basements are planned; the
buildings will observe floodplain standards; angheidocks, one per unit, and a seawall will be
constructed. The site will connect to municipal seand water.

Covering deviations from development standards,Jdnes said that an east-property-line
building setback of only 1.4 ft. and a south paglksetback of only 5 ft. from the right-of-way edge
are requested. Parking close to or over the riffhtay edge is typical for the neighborhood, he
said. Permission to construct wide driveways, asvehon the support drawing, is also requested.
The east driveway’s extra width obviates a thirtvelway just for service of the development’s
dumpster.

A 20 ft. easement on the east side of the eapepsoline, within CR 17 right-of-way, is
also requested, noted Mr. Jones. The easementndlble tree plantings and construction of a
segment of the development’'s east sidewalk notilgeswithin the east building setback. Mr.
Godlewski clarified that the Board of County Consiosers is the grantor of right-of-way
easements and driveway variances.

In response to Mr. Doriot, Mr. Jones said thatitben along the west side of CR 17 reaches
a height of 9 ft. above the subject property’s edsge. He noted also that while the north and south
sides of the buildings will look nice and featurath-central courtyards, the buildings are river
oriented. The courtyards will drain via permealdggment to a mild north retention area. In further
response to Mr. Doriot, Mr. Jones said that thédmgs, which will be set back from the water’s
edge, will not block any nearby resident’s riveawi

Mr. Stump, aware of an unsuccessful past privatefdy the subject property, asked Mr.
Jones what happened between the time of the bid@amdMr. Jones knew only that a house on the
subject property was demolished following the cgsraicquisition of the site.

Mr. Campanello asked whether the roads betweeseblum. and SR 120 were adequate,
and Mr. Jones said they were.

Rob Wirt, 22059 Sunset Ln., Elkhart, whose home Wailt before today’s minimum
finished-level elevation was established and whmyeperty sees flooding because of runoff from
Sunset Ln. and the modern home immediately wesispfasked that a water-diverting swale or
creek bed be constructed along the subject sites$ property line.

Welcoming Mr. Wirt's cooperation, Mr. Jones sag& Would take the request into account
and might visit the site with Mr. Wirt. He said Wwas obligated to control stormwater and wanted to
avoid impacting neighbors.

A motion was made and second@ariot/Edwards) that the public hearing be closed, and
the motion was carried with a unanimous vote.

Mr. Stump asked whether the new development wantieifere with drainage of the
undeveloped wet area immediately south of the stipj@perty. Mr. Jones said that he found no
pattern of stormwater release from the referenced across the subject site and that the referenced
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area probably releases stormwater into the wabke.ta

The Board examined said request, and after dugdsmation and deliberation:
Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Blake Doriot, Seconded by Tony Campanello, that the
Advisory Plan Commission recommend to the Boar@ainty Commissioners that this request for
a zone map change from R-1 to Detailed Planned Deitelopment R-3 to be known as
EDGEWATER CONDOMINIUMS DPUDbe approved in accordance with the Staff Analysis.
Vote: Motion passedsimmary: Yes = 6, No = 0, Abstain = 2).
Y es. Blake Doriot, Jeff Burbrink, Steve Warner, Stevetwiards, Tom Stump, Tony Campanello.
Absent: Frank Lucchese, Lori Snyder.

* |t isnoted that Mr. Lucchese and Ms. Shyder returned at thistime.

6. The application for a zone map change from Gérfelanned Unit Development E-3 to
Detailed Planned Unit Development E-3 and for pryimapproval of an 8-lot subdivision to be
known asELKHART EAST AREA “F” DPUD, for Ludwig Investments, Inc., represented by
Jones Petrie Rafinski, on property located on thetheast corner of CR 6 and CR 17, in
Washington Township, was presented at this time.

Mr. Auvil presented the Staff Report / Staff Aresy which is attached for review @ase
#DPUD-0075-2016.

Ken Jones, Jones Petrie Rafinski (JPR), 4703 @hest, Elkhart, was present on behalf of
the petitioner. Northland Corp., developer, wathatcore of the group that assembled Elkhart East
during interchange development and has probablgldeed more Elkhart County business park
acreage than any other developer, began Mr. Joaliag attention also to Northland’s history of
offering and meeting commitments. Other Elkhartt fpagjects that JPR has completed but are not
mentioned in the Staff Report include area B aficsephase of area E, which contains the RV hall
of fame.

Mr. Jones then reminded the commission that ElkEast was the first county development
planned for the E zone, a zone intended for agpitdo gateway areas. Elkhart East was not
carelessly planned but “set the bar” for countyirmess park development, benefiting from
consultation from a Chicago firm with large-scatban development experience and a South Bend
traffic master planner. Area F, Mr. Jones asswbsee the same commitments as those proposed
in 2000 and will add value to the area.

The landowner and the developer have recently vethtuel center and convenience store
from available uses on the subject property, Mnedothen stated. He also assured that the
developer will be held to the site concept propae@dPUD approval in 2000. The north half of the
property will see retail uses, and the south halfsee lighter, professional-office uses.

Directing commission attention to a slide presingattached to file asPetitioner Exhibit #1} Mr.
Jones indicated the CR 6 and CR 17 access poihtshware under highway department design.
The individual lots will have no direct CR 17 aceémit will be accessed via an interior east road,
three lanes wide with curb and gutter and weststle No pedestrian bikeway is planned.

Covenants already controlling all of Elkhart Eastjuding area D, will control area F. The
county’'s “front door” has to look good, Mr. Jonesds Drainage will be built to observe county
standards and will include bioretention.

Turning his attention to buffering, Mr. Jones caded the 20 ft. offset between the interior
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road’s east curb and the east property line, “wkidhallow us to do some things.” Photos in the
slide presentation, however, demonstrated signfifieaisting pine growth along the north half of
the east property line. Mr. Jones also noted platesements along the west side of the adjoining
subdivision, shown on the DPUD site plan / supdoatving. Existing tree growth east of proposed
lots 5-8 is sparser than that east of proposedliets Mr. Jones did say, in agreement with staff
note 3 on Staff Report page 6c¢. He renoted, thabhgh)ots 5-8 will see “softer” uses.

Mr. Doriot asked when Pine Brook, the adjoinindpdiuvision, was developed, and Mr.
Jones and unidentified audience members gave iyeties late 1990s.

Mr. Jones continued, mentioning new lighting pkchras part of a county improvement
project for the intersection of CRs 6 and 17, aad ¢hat lot owners will be responsible for site
lighting, subject to architectural control commettgpproval. Elkhart East's own covenants covering
lighting are more restrictive than city and courgiting standards, he said.

Returning to buffering, Mr. Campanello asked wkethe area of sparse tree growth would
be added to before construction, and Mr. Jonesisaiduld. Mr. Campanello further asked how
many stories new buildings were limited to, and Mmes said the buildings would observe county
E-3 standards, which limited the number to threephlieved. The new buildings will probably
have no more than two stories, Rob Letherman, NorthCorp., PO Box 1322, Elkhart, then said,
as area E has been the locus for bigger officelings.

Mr. Jones did not want restaurants with high-céypaiive-throughs, like McDonald’s and
Hardee’s, to occupy the north lots, but said afhsd trive-throughs like those of Starbucks and
pharmacies should not be eliminated, and expregtietyness to discuss the subject.

Work will begin as soon as possible, Mr. Joneskated.

Janis Lake, 53229 Pine Brook Dr., Bristol, displh2009 photos showing standing water at
the back of her property, evidence of existing pdrainage, and asked what would be done about
it. The Al Ludwig—designed, board-approved PinedBrmound, she said, has developed sinkholes,
and she planted trees in the back of property iafes of living near a quaint town center, not a
busy road. New development on the west side of CRa% been a source of trash appearing in Pine
Brook yards, and sign lighting should be turnedabfh certain time, she also said.

Mrs. Lake further held that the retention areahatrear of her property was improperly
built, and wanted to prevent the new developmenti®ff from worsening the problem and
affecting area septic systems. Calls to varioual land state departments resulted in installati@n o
piping system to address a “quicksand effect” ia thtention area, but existing retention area
problems persist.

Mr. Doriot noted that the retention area at qoestvas within the Pine Brook subdivision
and thought that over the years the area had bestopped up with landscaping topsoil brought
near it by homeowners. Mrs. Lake’s response wdsatla of people were unaware of the presence
and purpose of the retention area, and displayest photos showing debris in it.

Morgan Merchant, 53427 Pine Brook Dr., Bristoljiped to vacant lots at the southwest
corner of the subdivision, the site of a naturaingpresponsible for high area water level. Anyaare
retention feature will be constantly full of waténen, unless an aerating fountain is installed, he
said.

Nancy Catanzarite, 53089 Pine Brook Dr., Brigtald that several pine trees planted on her
property’s segment of the mound during its consitvachave since died or been trimmed because
of poor health. She thus has no barrier and woaiEnit semi and business noise, and she wanted
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to know what new barrier would be used. Ms. Catarezthen submitted a printout advertising a
sound fence she wanted the commission to congi@etied to file as Remonstrator's Exhibit #:and held
that tree installation was only a temporary sofutio

Patricia Gaither, 53460 Pine Brook Dr., Bristohonsaid that lots on the east side of Pine
Brook Dr. drain to the west-side retention aregressed concern over what would arrive at the
retention area from the new development and heweutid affect groundwater at the east side of the
subdivision. She also appreciated Mr. Jones’s ratiog of the absence of buffering trees along the
south half of the subject property’s east line.

Ms. Gaither further mentioned the volume of erRtCR 6 traffic because of its service of
both Pine Brook and Pheasant Ridge and asked #iat generated by construction of a new CR 6
entrance to area F be kept from reaching Pine Bsaekention area, hoping, however, that no new
CR 6 entrance would be approved. She hoped alsodinarestaurants would not be open late or
during “odd” hours, and she said, without detagttshe was concerned about property values.

Dolane Larson, 53137 Pine Brook Dr., Bristol, egpd above concern over trash and said
that her house is visible from CR 17 despite thresg@mce of buffering pine trees at the rear of her
property. Neither do they serve as a sound basfher said. CR 17 noise and lighting have affected
Pine Brook residents’ quality of life, Ms. Larsotided, and a sound barrier should be erected if the
development is approved. Increased CR 6 densityemwdlanger those who cross CR 6 to reach the
trail appearing on Elkhart East property immedjaterth of Pine Brook, she concluded.

Mike Wood, 53013 Pine Brook Dr., Bristol, askedythe county wanted to attract extra
traffic to an intersection that westbound CR 6 ehdvrush through before light changes and that
sees evening and early-morning backups. He homdht new development would be designed
not to add to area traffic and worried that newilesses open late would attract a lot of traffic.

Mr. Jones responded first by clarifying that allention area problems cited by Mrs. Lake
are existing problems within the Pine Brook sulmiobn and that the retention area was not
constructed by Al Ludwig. Aware of the sinkhole Iplem, Mr. Jones said that aging retention
ponds, which require maintenance, usually appetiniveasements that homeowners see as their
own land and place yard waste in. Repair of nortfoning retention areas is the responsibility not
of the county drainage board but of affected honmewg; he said. He could not say, at Mr. Doriot’s
asking, what the area’s seasonal high water tab but he did say that JPR would have to prove
that area F’s retention pond would work. Retenti@mning practices have improved since 1995, he
added, and JPR is expected not to construct retetiiat will affect the area water table or
neighboring properties.

Referencing again his slide presentation, Mr. dohen showed a CR 17 view of the rear of
Ms. Catanzarite’s lot, acknowledging the tree trimgmbut with doubt that the trimming affected
buffer effectiveness. He also thought the noiseadly generated by CR 17 would exceed that
generated by new businesses at area F and didimotIPR could do anything to change this.

Addressing Ms. Catanzarite’s suggestion, Mr. Jaaéd that JPR is not in favor of sound
barrier installation, and addressing Ms. Gaitheoscerns, he said that the highway department has
planned for a CR 6 access point for area F sin€® 2@velopment of a traffic master plan. A
westbound left from area F onto CR 6 will be prakib by means of a median barrier, he added.

Highway department study, Mr. Jones then explafaetr. Stump, found that no signal is
yet needed for area F's CR 17 access point. Thesaqmoint will be made ready to receive later
signal installation, however.
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Moving on to Ms. Gaither’'s concern over businessr, Mr. Jones expressed discomfort
with any commitment to hours. Desired business@sristaurants and pharmacies maintain hours
set for the convenience of customers, he said.itlehdwever, share remonstrator concern over
trash blowing into subdivision yards.

Moving on to lighting, Mr. Jones said that apphieastandards require downward direction
of light that goes to “zero level” at the propelitye, but emphasized that JPR has no control over
lighting that will be generated by upcoming CR d3tallations.

A remonstrator who did not reidentify herselénhreturned to the podium and expressed
worry over the effect on groundwater of the placeinud area F’'s retention basin in an area of low
elevation, and asked Mr. Jones whether he hadditienfor “completing the berm and planting
more trees on that.” This year, he responded. indu response to the remonstrator, he said that
though the CR 17 and CR 6 access points are apjraed design itself is not yet approved. The
remonstrator further held that drivers exiting tioeth side of area F and forced east on CR 6 will
use subdivision entrances on the south side of GR @eparation to drive west on CR 6 and
approach CR 17. Mr. Campanello said that the higharad police departments would have to
respond to the concern. The remonstrator askellyfitat a berm preventing area F runoff from
reaching the Pine Brook retention area be consaludilr. Jones gave assurance that water would
not go from area F streets to Pine Brook properties

A motion was made and second€@ampanello/Edwards) that the public hearing be closed,
and the motion was carried with a unanimous vote.

Mr. Doriot restated Mr. Jones’s above assuranae rétention standards have improved
since Pine Brook’s development, and Mr. Camparseligpested that trash appearing in Pine Brook
yards originates not from development on the wielt of CR 17, whose waste is confined, but
from CR 17 vehicles carrying and losing materiak. nyder did not think area F development
would affect Pine Brook home values and said tbahg homebuyers presently are seeking homes
both in country settings and near amenities. Stensked concern over traffic increase, however.

Mr. Burbrink asked whether JPR would replace treesthe Pine Brook mound. With
preference not to replace trees, Mr. Jones fouedntiound, bare in many places, the most
appropriate location for tree plantings, and coméid that such work would have to be done on Pine
Brook homeowners’ land.

Calling attention again to his slide presentathdn, Jones then displayed photos of an 8 ft.
barrier fence erected to separate Walnut Traitsffoim a Cobblestone Crossing funeral home and
offered to place a similar one along area F's pagterty line. The nice-looking side of the fence
would face Pine Brook, the fence would block trasig work on Pine Brook properties would be
avoided. Mr. Jones cautioned, though, seconding $tyder's amenities comments, that Pine
Brook residents would eventually ask for a fencenipy. Mr. Doriot and Mr. Campanello then
agreed that no barrier fence as described shouliitie and Mr. Jones’s response was that even
though homeowners whose lots are to receive trpEenmiehment must consent to workers’
appearance on their properties, the existing mahwlld continue to see its intended use—
homeowner protection—and no further protectionaukhbe built along the west side of area F's
east property line.

The Board examined said request, and after dugdsmation and deliberation:

Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Tony CampanelloSeconded by Blake Doriot, that the
Advisory Plan Commission recommend to the Boar@ainty Commissioners that this request for
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a zone map change from General Planned Unit Dewelop E-3 to Detailed Planned Unit
Development E-3 and for primary approval of an 8dobdivision to be known @&LKHART
EAST AREA “F’ DPUD be approved in accordance with the Staff Analgei$ as presented.

Vote: Motion carried by unanimous roll call voinmary: Yes = 8).

Yes. Blake Doriot, Frank Lucchese, Jeff Burbrink, Lony8er, Steve Warner, Steven Edwards,
Tom Stump, Tony Campanello.

7. Board of County Commissioners Approvals Following laR Commission
Recommendations

The Board of County Commissioners in April 201@edcin accordance with all March
2016 Plan Commission recommendations, approving Mdirch 2016 petitions without
modification, said Mr. Auvil.

8. Major/Minor Change Determination: Bristol Park forindustry, Phase 2A, DPUD M-1
Amendment, Lot 1

Mr. Auvil first confirmed that the proposed 21,66q. ft. addition does not appear on the
2013 DPUD site plan. He further said that the aafdivill impact no residential areas and that the
commission has in the past pronounced similar atgmngnor. A letter of support from Bristol’'s
town manager has also been received.

The commission examined the request, and aftecalgderation and deliberation:

Motion: Action: Approve,Moved by Blake Doriot,Seconded by Tom Stump, that the
above-described change to Bristol Park for Industhase 2A, DPUD M-1 be considered a minor
change and be approved by the Advisory Plan Conunis§he motion was carried with a
unanimous vote.

9. Subdivision Control Ordinance Public Hearing: Jun2016

Referencing April 2016 Plan Commission discus@war Subdivision Control Ordinance
amendments, Mr. Auvil asked that the commissiom setw public hearing date for June 2016.

The Board examined Mr. Auvil's request, and afiige consideration and deliberation:
Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Jeff Burbrink, Seconded by Frank Lucchese, that the
Advisory Plan Commission consider the Subdivisiant@l Ordinance amendments summarized
in April 2016 during a June 9, 2016, public heariflge motion was carried with a unanimous vote.
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10. A motion was made and second&ibmp/Edwards) that the meeting be adjourned. The
motion was carried with a unanimous vote, and theting was adjourned at 10:40 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Daniel Dean, Recording Secretary

Steve Warner, Chairman



