
CITY OF WESTFIELD, IN
AdvisoryPlanningCommission_Meeting_Agenda_09_06_2016

Tuesday, September 06, 2016 at 07:00 PM

BOARD OR COMMISSION: Advisory Plan Commission (APC)

MEETING DATE: Tuesday, September 06, 2016 at 07:00 PM

MEETING PLACE: Westfield City Hall- Assembly Room

THE FOLLOWING AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE AT THE DISCRETION OF THE
WESTFIELD-WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP ADVISORY PLAN COMMISSION

OPENING OF MEETING

Note the Presence of a Quorum

Approval of Minutes - August 15, 2016
Documents: August 15, 2016, Minutes

Review APC Rules & Procedures

ITEMS OF BUSINESS

1510-DDP-17
Towne Road Wireless Communication Tower
16414 Towne Road
Crown Castle by Bingham Greenbaum Doll, LLP requests Detailed Development Plan
review for a new wireless communication tower on approximately 34.2 acres +/-,
located in the AG-SF1: Agriculture / Single-Family Rural District.
Documents: Exhibit 1: Staff Report | Exhibit 2: Location Map | Exhibit 3: Detailed
Development Plan | Exhibit 4: Statement of Need and Coverage Maps | Public Comment

1606-PUD-07
Harmony Planned Unit Development (PUD) District Amendment (Commercial Area)
Northwest Corner of 146th Street and Ditch Road
TMC Developers, LLC by Nelson & Frankenberger requests an amendment to the
Mixed-Use District (Commercial Area) of the Harmony Planned Unit Development (PUD)
District.
Documents: Exhibit 1: Staff Report | Exhibit 2: Location Map | Exhibit 3: Concept Plan
and Elevations (updated 09/05/16) | Exhibit 4: Harmony PUD Ord 12-14 | Exhibit 5:
Amendment Ord 16-12 (redline) | Exhibit 6: Amendment Ord 16-12 (clean version) |
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Exhibit 7: List of Comments and Issues | Exhibit 8: Petitioner's Response to Comments
and Issues | Revised Amendment Ordinance (09/05/16)

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1609-PUD-14 [PUBLIC HEARING]
Junction North Planned Unit Development (PUD) District
Southwest Corner of Hoover Street and Union Street
Matthew and Teresa Skelton request a change of zoning of 1.55 acres +/- from the SF3:
Single-Family Medium Density District to the Junction North Planned Unit (PUD)
District.
Documents: Exhibit 1: Staff Report | Exhibit 2: Location Map | Exhibit 3: Concept Plan |
Exhibit 4: Illustrative Character Exhibit | Exhibit 5: Junction North PUD Ordinance_Ord
16-26

1609-PUD-15 [PUBLIC HEARING]
Springmill Trails Planned Unit Development (PUD) District Amendment
South Side of West 186th Street (Water’s Edge)
MI Homes of Indiana, L.P. by Nelson & Frankenberger requests an amendment for 50.30
acres +/- of the Springmill Trails Planned Unit Development (PUD) District pertaining to
certain architectural standards.
Documents: Exhibit 1: Staff Report | Exhibit 2: Location Map | Exhibit 3: Springmill
Trails PUD Ord. 11-19 | Exhibit 4: Proposed PUD Amendment

1609-PUD-18 (Formerly: 1609-PUD-17) [PUBLIC HEARING]
Enclave & Springs Planned Unit Development (PUD) District Amendment
15807 Longship Court (The Springs at Viking Meadow)
Heather Raymond by Perma Pools Corp. requests an amendment to modify the
minimum rear yard building setback line for a swimming pool from twenty (25) feet to
fifteen (15) feet.
Documents: Exhibit 1: Staff Report | Exhibit 2: Location Map | Exhibit 3: Site Plan |
Exhibit 4: Development Standards Matrix | Exhibit 5: Proposed Ord 16-34 | Exhibit 6:
Public Comments

1609-PUD-16 [PUBLIC HEARING]
Wood Wind Planned Unit Development (PUD) District
Towne Road; 146th Street / 166th Street
Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC by Ice Miller LLP requests a change of zoning of 780
acres +/- from the AG-SF1: Agriculture / Single-Family Rural District to the Wood Wind
Planned Unit Development (PUD) District to allow for a mixed-use development to
include a golf course, single-family residential, multi-family residential and commercial
uses.
Documents: Exhibit 1: Staff Report | Exhibit 2: Location Map | Exhibit 3: Project
Overview | Exhibit 4: Concept Plan | Exhibit 5: Comp Plan Excerpts | Exhibit 6: Wood
Wind PUD Ord 16-27 | Exhibit 7: Neighbors' Meeting Summary | Exhibit 8: Public
Comment | Petitioner's Presentation
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CONTINUED ITEMS

1608-PUD-13 [CONTINUED]
The Trails Planned Unit Development (PUD) District
Southeast Corner of State Highway 32 and Oak Ridge Road
EdgeRock Development, LLC requests to expand and amend The Trails Planned Unit
Development (PUD) District, consisting of 21.0 acres +/-.

1607-PUD-09 [CONTINUED]
Liberty Ridge Planned Unit Development (PUD) District
South side of 151st Street; East of Towne Road
CalAtlantic Homes of Indiana, Inc. by Nelson & Frankenberger requests a change of
zoning of 59.95 acres +/- from the AG-SF1: Agriculture / Single-Family Rural District to
the Liberty Ridge Planned Unit Development (PUD) District.

1607-ODP-09 and 1607-SPP-08 [CONTINUED]
Liberty Ridge
South side of 151st Street; East of Towne Road
CalAtlantic Homes of Indiana, Inc. by Weihe Engineers, Inc. requests approval of an
Overall Development Plan and a Primary Plat for 123 single-family residential lots on
59.95 acres +/- in the proposed Liberty Ridge Planned Unit Development (PUD) District.

1606-DDP-20 [CONTINUED]
CVS, Harmony
Northwest Corner of 146th Street and Ditch Road
TMC Developers, LLC by Nelson & Frankenberger requests approval of a Detailed
Development Plan for a 12,900 sq. ft.+/- building on 1.96 acres+/- on Lot 1 in the
Harmony Mixed Use District Subdivision in the Harmony Planned Unit Development
(PUD) District.

1602-CPA-01 [CONTINUED]
The Conservancy Addendum
The Conservancy Task Group requests approval of The Conservancy Addendum, an
amendment to the Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan.

1601-ODP-01 & 1601-SPP-01 [CONTINUED]
The Trails
South of State Highway 32, East of Oak Ridge Road
Edge Rock Development, LLC by TERRA Site Development, Inc. requests approval of
an Overall Development Plan and Primary Plat for two (2) lots on 13.75 acres +/- in the
Trails Planned Unit Development (PUD) District.

REPORTS/COMMENTS

Plan Commission Members



City Council Liaison

Board of Zoning Appeals Liaison

Economic and Community Development Department

ADJOURNMENT
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Westfield-Washington Advisory Plan Commission (APC) held a meeting on Monday, August 

15, 2016, scheduled for 7:00 p.m. at Westfield City Hall. 
 
 
Opening of Meeting: 7:15 p.m. due to inclement weather. 

 
Roll Call:  Noted presence of a quorum. 

 
Members Present: Nathan Day, Randell Graham, Steve Hoover, Tom Smith, Andre Maue, David 

Schmitz, Robert Smith and Chris Woodard.   

   

City Staff Present: Jesse Pohlman, Senior Planner; Kevin Todd, Senior Planner; Amanda 

Rubadue, Associate Planner; and Brian Zaiger, City Attorney.  

 

Approval of Minutes: August 1, 2016, Meeting Minutes 

 

Motion:  Approve the August 1, 2016, minutes. 

 

Motion:  Hoover; Second:  Schmitz; Vote: Approved 8-0. 

 

Pohlman reviewed the meeting rules and procedures. 

 

ITEMS OF BUSINESS 

 

Case No. 1604-DDP-13 

Description: Radrick Professional Building 

Northwest Corner of Gray Road and Radrick Drive 

Justin Gilmore by R.E. Thomason & Associates requests Detailed Development 

Plan approval of a 10,000 sq. ft. +/- office building on 1.47 acres +/- in the 

Bridgewater Planned Unit Development (PUD) District. 

 

Todd presented an overview of the detailed development plan, as outlined in the Department report. 

 

R. Smith asked about the north elevation. 

 

Richard Thomason, R.E. Thomason & Associates, architect for the project, responded 

considerations that were given, including incorporation of dormers and landscaping along the north 

elevation. 

 

Motion:  Approve 1604-DDP-13 with the condition that all necessary approvals be obtained from 

the Westfield Public Works Department, Westfield Fire Department and the Hamilton County 

Surveyor’s Office prior to the issuance of an improvement location permit. 

 

Motion:  Maue; Second; Schmitz; Vote: 8-0. 
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Case No. 1607-DDP-25 
Description: J.C. Hart Harmony  

Harmony Mixed Use District, Lot 3 

J.C. Hart Company, Inc. by Nelson & Frankenberger requests approval of a Detailed 

Development Plan for 257 Multi-family Dwellings on 11.89 acres +/- on Lot 3 in 

the Harmony Mixed Use District Subdivision in the Harmony Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) District. 

 

Pohlman presented an overview of the detailed development plan, as outlined in the Department 

report, and noted the revisions made since the public hearing. 

 

Motion:  Approve 1607-DDP-25 with the condition that the Secondary Plat for the property shall 

be recorded prior to the issuance of an Improvement Location Permit. 

 

Motion:  T. Smith; Second: R. Smith; Vote: 8-0. 

 

Case No. 1607-PUD-10 

Description: Big Hoffa’s Restaurant in the Junction Planned Unit Development (PUD) District  

Northeast Corner of East Street and State Road 32  

Big Hoffa’s Restaurant by EdgeRock Development, LLC requests a change of 

zoning of 2.66 acres +/- from the SF3: Single-Family Medium Density District to 

the Big Hoffa’s Restaurant Planned Unit Development (PUD) District. 

 

Rubadue presented an overview of the proposed amendment ordinance and revisions, as outlined 

in the Department report. 

 

T. Smith inquired about the fence specifics and accommodations for the future roundabout. 

 

Birch Dalton, EdgeRock Development Co., responded presenting the details of the fence design per 

the proposed landscape plan and the ordinance language regarding the dedication of right-of-way 

for the roundabout.  

 

Maue asked about the exterior activities and smoker that occur at the current location and how that 

would be addressed with this location.  Noted he likes the fence design. 

 

Dalton responded the smoker, which is essential to the identity of the restaurant, will be a newer 

model that emits less smoke and the wood will be stored in the back and that the other activities 

would be accommodated in the building.  

 

Hoover requested the petitioner’s consideration prior to Council’s consideration to incorporate 

landscaping on the outside of the proposed fence to soften the fence for adjacent neighbors. 

 

Motion:  Forward petition 1607-PUD-10 (Ordinance 16-19) to the City Council with a favorable 

recommendation. 

 

Motion:  Maue; Second: Woodard; Vote: 8-0. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

Case No. 1608-PUD-13 [PUBLIC HEARING] 

Description: The Trails Planned Unit Development (PUD) District 

  Southeast Corner of State Highway 32 and Oak Ridge Road 

  EdgeRock Development, LLC requests to expand and amend The Trails Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) District, consisting of 21.0 acres +/-. 

 

Todd presented an overview of the proposed ordinance, as outlined in the Department report. 

 

Birch Dalton, EdgeRock Development Co., gave a brief presentation about the expansion of the 

proposed development.  

 

T. Smith inquired about preserving existing trees on the properties. 

 

Dalton noted the preservation of the tree line along the Midland Trace Trail, but that they would 

attempt to preserve trees abutting the exception parcel.  

 

Public Hearing opened at 7:47 p.m. 

 

Sharon Williams, 807 E SR 32:  Expressed her concern about water availability for wells and 

assurance that her property would not flood. 

 

Public Hearing closed at: 7:51 p.m. 

 

No additional action is required at this time. 

 

Case No. 1510-DDP-17 [PUBLIC HEARING] 

Description: Towne Road Wireless Communication Tower 

  16414 Towne Road 

Crown Castle by Bingham Greenbaum Doll, LLP requests Detailed Development 

Plan review for a new wireless communication tower on approximately 34.2 acres 

+/-, located in the AG-SF1:  Agriculture / Single-Family Rural District. 

 

Todd presented an overview of the detailed development plan, as outlined in the Department report. 

 

Michael Price, Crown Castle, representing petitioner, gave a brief presentation. 

 

Public Hearing opened at 7:54 p.m. 

 

John DuBois, 1719 West 161st Street:  Had questions about the process for the cell tower as a result 

of the Board of Zoning Appeals’ consideration of the Special Exception and subsequent law suit.  

He questioned the need for the cell tower. 

 

Public Hearing closed at: 7:57 p.m. 
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No additional action is required at this time. 

 

CONTINUED ITEMS 

 

Case No. 1607-PUD-09 [CONTINUED]  

Description: Liberty Ridge Planned Unit Development (PUD) District  

South side of 151st Street; East of Towne Road 

CalAtlantic Homes of Indiana, Inc. by Nelson & Frankenberger requests a change 

of zoning of 59.95 acres +/- from the AG-SF1: Agriculture / Single-Family Rural 

District to the Liberty Ridge Planned Unit Development (PUD) District. 

 

Case No. 1607-ODP-09 and 1607-SPP-08 [CONTINUED] 

Description: Liberty Ridge  

South side of 151st Street; East of Towne Road 

CalAtlantic Homes of Indiana, Inc. by Weihe Engineers, Inc. requests approval of 

an Overall Development Plan and a Primary Plat for 123 single-family residential 

lots on 59.95 acres +/- in the proposed Liberty Ridge Planned Unit Development 

(PUD) District. 

 

Case No.  1606-DDP-20 [CONTINUED] 

Description: CVS, Harmony  

 Northwest Corner of 146th Street and Ditch Road 

TMC Developers, LLC by Nelson & Frankenberger requests approval of a Detailed 

Development Plan for a 12,900 sq. ft. +/- building on 1.96 acres +/- on Lot 1 in the 

Harmony Mixed Use District Subdivision in the Harmony Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) District. 

 

Case No. 1606-PUD-07 [CONTINUED] 

Description: Harmony Planned Unit Development (PUD) District Amendment  

Northwest Corner of 146th Street and Ditch Road (Commercial Area) 

TMC Developers, LLC by Nelson & Frankenberger requests an amendment to the 

Mixed-Use District (Commercial Area) of the Harmony Planned Unit Development 

(PUD) District. 

 

Case No. 1602-CPA-01 [CONTINUED] 

Description: The Conservancy Addendum 

The Conservancy Task Group requests approval of The Conservancy Addendum, 

an amendment to the Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Case No. 1601-ODP-01 & 1601-SPP-01 [CONTINUED] 

Description: The Trails 

 East of Oak Ridge Road, South of SR32 

Edge Rock Development, LLC by TERRA Site Development, Inc. requests 

approval of an Overall Development Plan and Primary Plat for two (2) lots on 13.75 

acres +/- in the Trails Planned Unit Development (PUD) District 
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Case No. 1512-PUD-27 [WITHDRAWN] 
Description: Bridgewater PUD Amendment – Bridgewater Marketplace 
 Northwest Corner of 146th Street and Gray Road 

KRG Bridgewater, LLC by Bose McKinney & Evans LLP requests an amendment 

to the Bridgewater Planned Unit Development (PUD) District Ordinance to allow a 

discount store, in excess of 10,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area, but not to exceed 20,000 

sq. ft. of gross floor area, within Bridgewater Marketplace. 

 

Case No. 1607-DDP-28 [WITHDRAWN] 

Description:  Childrens Montessori House (CMH) Expansion 

4535 E 169th Street 

Omar Usmani requests approval of a Detailed Development Plan for a parking lot 

addition and perimeter landscaping on 2.17 acres +/- in the SF3: Single-Family 

Medium Density District. 

 

REPORTS/COMMENTS 

Plan Commission Members 

City Council Liaison 

Board of Zoning Appeals Liaison 

Economic and Community Development Department 

 

Motion:  Adjourn meeting. 

 

Woodard; T, Smith seconded.  Vote: 8-0. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:05 p.m.  

 

 

 

Randell Graham, President 

 

 

 

Andre Maue, Vice President 

 

 

 

Matthew S. Skelton, Esq., Secretary 
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Docket Number: 1609-PUD-16 (Ordinance No. 16-27) 

Petitioner:  Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC by Ice Miller, LLP 

Request: A change of zoning of 731 acres +/- from the AG-SF1: Agriculture / Single-
Family Rural District to the Wood Wind Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
District to allow for a mixed-use development to include a golf course, 
single-family residential, multi-family residential and commercial uses. 

Current Zoning: AG-SF1: Agriculture / Single-Family Rural District 

Current Land Use: Undeveloped / Residential / Agriculture / Golf Course 

Acreage:  731 acres +/- 

Exhibits:  
1. Staff Report 
2. Location Map  
3. Petitioner’s Project Overview 
4. Concept Plan 
5. Comprehensive Plan Excerpts 
6. Proposed Ord. 16-27 (Wood Wind PUD) 
7. Petitioner’s Neighbor Meeting Summary 
8. Public Comments 

Staff Reviewer: Jesse M. Pohlman, Senior Planner 

 

PETITION HISTORY 

This petition was introduced at the August 8, 2016, City Council meeting.   The petition will 
receive a public hearing at the September 6, 2016, Advisory Plan Commission (the “Plan 
Commission”) meeting.   

The petitioner hosted two informational meetings on August 11, 2016, and August 23, 2016, at 
the Wood Wind Golf Course Pavilion for neighbors and other interested parties.  A summary of 
those meetings is included at Exhibit 7 (in accordance with Article 10.9(C)(1)(f)). 

 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

Location:  This subject properties (collectively, the “property”) encompass approximately seven 
hundred and thirty-one (731) acres and includes real estate extending from 146th Street north 
to 166th Street, and from Shelborne Road to east of Towne Road (see Exhibit 2). The property is 
currently zoned the AG-SF1: Agriculture / Single-Family Rural District and currently includes the 
existing Wood Wind Golf Club, as well as property currently and primarily being used for 
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agricultural purposes.  The surrounding properties include a number of recently developed 
and/or proposed developments (e.g., Liberty Ridge, Central Christian Church, Bent Creek, 
Harmony), as well as large lot residential and agricultural properties (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Contextual Exhibit 

Property Description:  The petitioner is requesting a change of zoning to a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) District to be known as “Wood Wind”, that would allow for a mixed-use 
golf course development.  The proposed ordinance establishes eight (8) areas for the 
development of the property, as generally illustrated on the Concept Plan at Exhibit 3 (areas 
are further identified in Figure 2): 

Single-Family Residential and Golf Course Areas (Areas 1 through 5):  These areas make up 
the majority of the proposed development and allows for detached single-family residential 
uses, golf course uses (the existing Wood Wind golf course, including the relocation of four 
(4) golf holes) and development amenity areas.   

The proposed ordinance defaults to the SF4: Single-Family High Density District as the 
underlying zoning district for these areas.  

Multi-Family Area:  This area, which includes 30 acres on the Concept Plan, is located at the 
southwest corner of 151st Street and Towne Road and allows for a variety of attached and 
multi-family dwellings, a childcare center, and office uses.   

The proposed ordinance defaults to the MF2: Multi-Family Medium Density District as the 
underlying zoning district for this area. 
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Figure 2: PUD District Areas 

AREA 1 

AREA 2 

AREA 3 AREA 4 

AREA 5 
MULTI-FAMILY 

FLEX AREA 

COMMERCIAL 

Commercial Area:  This area, which 
includes 20 acres on the Concept Plan, 
is located on the northwest corner 146th 
Street and Towne Road and allows for 
GB: General Business District uses as 
well as one (1) gasoline service station, 
assisted living facilities and nursing 
homes.  

The proposed ordinance defaults to the 
GB: General Business District as the 
underlying zoning district for this area. 

Flexible Use Area:  This area is located 
between the Multi-Family Area and 
Commercial Area and consists of 10 
acres, which is intended to allow for its 
development in accordance with either 
the Multi-Family Area or Commercial 
Area standards. 

Bulk and Density Standards:  The proposed 
ordinance does not establish a maximum 
number of single-family dwellings; 

however, the Concept Plan depicts 
approximately 1,007 single-family lots.  
Areas 1 through 5 consists of 671 acres +/-, which results in a density of 1.5 du/acre +/- for the 
single-family areas.  The single-family areas include lot standards that range from 60’ wide 
(7,500 sq. ft.) to 75’ wide (9,750 sq. ft.).   

The proposed ordinance establishes a maximum of 425 multi-family units and 15 du/acre for 
the Multi-Family Area.  The Commercial Area includes a restriction that no single tenant may 
exceed 90,000 square feet.   

Development Standards: As proposed, the PUD Ordinance establishes alternative development 
standards from the Underlying Zoning Districts. The development standards of note are briefly 
highlighted below: 

Golf Course and Development Amenities:  The proposed ordinance incorporates various 
modifications to accommodate the petitioner’s vision for new improvements to 
complement the existing golf course structures and design theme of the development (e.g., 
architecture, accessory buildings, landscaping, signs). 

Architectural Standards:   

Single-Family Residential:  The UDO’s architectural standards for single-family homes 
includes rear and side façade requirements when facing a perimeter street, and it 
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includes streetscape diversity requirements.   The proposed ordinance lessens both of 
these standards.  The proposed ordinance incorporates character images of front 
elevations “intended to capture the intended quality”.  The proposed ordinance does 
not include any specificity for other architectural standards for single-family homes.   

Multi-Family Area:   The proposed ordinance generally defaults to the UDO’s multi-
family architectural standards and incorporates character images to which “buildings 
shall be constructed substantially in accordance with.” 

Commercial Area:   The proposed ordinance defaults to the UDO’s commercial 
architectural standards and includes additional restrictions regarding placement of a 
drive-thru or fueling station pumps along 146th Street or Towne Road (similar to the 
requirements of the SR32 Overlay District) and additional wall plane restrictions for 
building facades oriented towards 146th Street or Towne Road. 

Landscaping Standards:  The proposed ordinance modifies the otherwise applicable  
standards as follows: 

Buffer Yard Standards:  The proposed ordinance replaces the otherwise applicable 
Buffer Yard Requirements.  In general, the below chart provides a comparison of the 
UDO’s standards1 to the proposed standards.  The proposed ordinance provides an 
exhibit (Exhibit C-8) identifying the proposed buffer yard locations.  The Department is 
coordinating with the petitioner to improve the legibility of this exhibit. 

 UDO PUD 

 Buffer A Buffer B Buffer A Buffer B Buffer C Buffer D 

Minimum Width (ft)* 30 40 20 30 20 30 

Shade Trees 3 4 4 4 4 0 

Ornamental Trees - - 2 2 2 2 

Evergreen Trees 3 4 - 1 2 5 

Shrubs 10 10 - - - - 

Mound / Fence -  

4’ tall for 
60% of 

shared lot 
line 

- - - - 

Native Wildflower, Prairie 
& No-mow Grasses (% of 
Buffer Yard area)  

- - 30% 15% 10% 10% 

*The proposed ordinance permits up to 20% of a buffer yard to be reduced by up to 40% or 12 
feet, whichever is greater. 

**The proposed ordinance requires that a percentage of plantings within each buffer yard be 
larger at planting than the UDO would otherwise require with the intent that staggering planting 
sizes would give the appearance of a more natural (versus “engineered”) buffer. 

  

                                                           
1 Article 6.8(N)(4) Landscaping Standards; Buffer Yard Requirements; Buffer Yard Types. 
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External Street Frontage Landscaping Requirements: The proposed ordinance replaces 
and generally reduces the External Street Frontage Landscaping Requirements that 
would otherwise apply along the perimeter streets of the development.  In general, the 
below chart provides a comparison of the UDO’s standards2 to the proposed standards:  

 Single-Family Multi-Family Commercial 

UDO PUD UDO PUD UDO PUD 

Minimum Width (ft) 30 20 30 20 10 20 

Shade Trees 3 4 3 4 
3 

4 

Evergreen Trees 4 2 4 - - 

Ornamental Trees 3 2 3 2 2 2 

Shrubs 25 - 25 - 25 - 

Mound / Fence 3’ tall prohibited 3’ tall - - - 

Native Wildflower, Prairie 
& No-mow Grasses (% of 
Buffer Yard area)  

- 30% - 30% - 30% 

*The proposed ordinance provides that no external street frontage landscaping is required for 
Golf Course and Development Amenity parcels. 

Design Standards: As proposed, the PUD Ordinance establishes alternative development 
standards from the Underlying Zoning Districts. The design standards of note are briefly 
highlighted below: 

Minimum Open Space:   The open space is proposed as shown on the Concept Plan.  The 
Department is working with the petitioner to quantify this requirement.  The proposed 
ordinance also incorporates specific amenity standards for the primary amenity center, 
and the corresponding timing to install them.  

Pedestrian Network Standards:  The proposed ordinance defaults to the pedestrian 
network as depicted on the Concept Plan.  The Department is working with the 
petitioner to provide greater detail of the proposed network.  As depicted on the 
Concept Plan, it appears sidewalks are not proposed on both sides of internal streets 
nor are paths depicted along all perimeter streets.  

Infrastructure Standards:  The petitioner is proposing modifications to the City’s construction 
standards (e.g., street widths, cul-de-sac design, centerline radius, intersection geometry).  The 
Department (in conjunction with the Public Works Department, Fire Marshal and School 
District) has been coordinating with the petitioner to provide greater specificity to refine the 
proposed modifications to the City’s construction standards.   The currently proposed 
modifications (Section 8 of the proposed ordinance) will be required to be removed from the 
proposed ordinance and addressed in a separate document to be considered by the Board of 
Public Works and Safety. 

  

                                                           
2 Article 6.8(M) Landscaping Standards; External Street Frontage Landscaping. 
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) DISTRICT: 

In accordance with Article 10.9 of the UDO, a petition for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
District is required to include the following: 

Concept Plan Article 10.9(F)(2):  The Concept Plan is required to show in general terms the 
following: major circulation; generalized location and dimensions of buildings, structures, and 
Parking Areas; Open Space areas; recreation facilities; and other details to indicate the 
character of the proposed development.  In addition, the Concept Plan is required to show in 
detailed terms the following:  

1) A site location map showing the project location and other development projects in the 
vicinity.  

2) The name of the development, with the words “Concept Plan”. 
3) Boundary lines and acreage of each land use component. 
4) Existing easements, including location, width and purpose. 
5) Existing land use on abutting properties. 
6) Other conditions on the site and adjoining land: topography (at 10-foot contours) 

including any embankments or retaining walls; use and location of buildings, railroads, 
power lines, towers and other influences; name of any adjoining subdivision. 

7) Existing Streets on and adjacent to the tract, including Street name, Right-of-way width, 
walks, pathways and bridges and other drainage structures. 

8) Proposed public improvements: collector and arterial Streets and other major 
improvements planned by the public for future construction on or adjacent to the tract. 

9) Existing utilities on the tract. 
10) Any land on the tract within the floodplain as depicted on the Flood Insurance Rate 

Maps dated March 11, 1983, and as subsequently amended. 
11) Other conditions on the tract, including water courses, wetlands, sinkholes, wooded 

areas, existing structures and other significant features such as significant isolated trees. 
12) Existing vegetation to be preserved and the locations, nature, and purpose of proposed 

landscaping. 
13) Map data such as north point, graphic scale and date of preparation. 

Comment:  The Department is coordinating with the petitioner on a scale to provide 
greater detail on the Concept Plan in accordance with the above.  In addition, as part of 
the Technical Advisory Committee review of this petition, the petitioner has been 
provided preliminary comments regarding the Concept Plan specific to connectivity, 
emergency access and circulation. 

Written Character Statement (Article 10.9(F)(3):  A written statement of character of the PUD 
District shall provide an explanation of the character of the PUD District and the reasons why it 
has been planned to take advantage of the flexibility of these regulations. The written 
statement shall include:  
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1) (*) A specific explanation of how the proposed PUD District meets the objectives of all 
adopted land use policies which affect the land in question.  

2) (*) Development phasing indicating: 
a. Phases in which the project will be built, including the area, density, use, public 

facilities, and Open Space to be developed with each phase. Each phase shall be 
described and mapped.  

b. Projected dates for beginning and completion of each phase.  
c. General details of the proposed uses: 

3) (*) Residential Uses: gross area, architectural concepts (narrative, sketch, or 
representative photo), number of units for each residential component; ii. 
Nonresidential Uses: specific nonresidential uses, including gross areas, architectural 
concepts (narrative, sketch, or representative photo), and Building Heights. 

4) (*) Preliminary feasibility reports for the infrastructure and facilities, including: 
a. Streets  
b. Street lighting 
c. Sidewalks and pathways 
d. Sanitary sewers 
e. Water supply system 
f. Other utilities 
g. Storm water management 
h. Schools 

Comment:  The Department is coordinating with the petitioner to identify additionally 
required information, as noted above (*).   

Development Amenities and Open Space (Article 10.9(F)(4): The PUD District Ordinance must 
include a statement of recreational amenities and open space.  Such statements shall designate 
and convey active and/or passive recreational areas in accordance with the following: 

1) Recreational amenities and open space shall be allocated to the property in proportion 
to the uses assigned in the PUD District and shall be located within reasonable walking 
distance to those uses; however, the recreational amenities need not be located in 
proximity to the use in the case of preservation of existing features.  

2) If the PUD District Ordinance provides for development in stages, then amenities and 
open space shall be provided in each stage of the PUD District in proportion to that 
stage, unless otherwise indicated and approved in the PUD District Ordinance. 

3) Amenities shall be conveyed in one of the following forms:  
a. To a municipal or public corporation; 
b. To a not-for-profit corporation or entity established for the purpose of benefiting 

the owners and tenants of the PUD District. All conveyances hereunder shall be 
structured to insure that the grantee has the obligation and the right to effect 
maintenance and improvement of the amenities and that such duty of 
maintenance and improvement is enforced by the owners and tenants of the 
PUD District; or 
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c. To owners other than those specified in subsections (i) and (ii) above, and 
subject to restrictive covenants describing and guaranteeing the amenities and 
its maintenance and improvement, running with the land for the benefit of 
residents of the PUD District or adjoining property owners or the community, or 
any combination of these. 

Traffic Impact Study (Article 10.9(F)(5):  A Traffic Impact Study may be required to be 
conducted at the discretion of the Director, the Department of Public Works Director, or the 
Plan Commission. If a Traffic Impact Study is required, then it shall be prepared by a registered 
professional engineer and shall evaluate the impact of present and future traffic generated by 
the proposed development on the adjacent roadway system. Prior to commencement, an 
Applicant shall meet with the Department to determine the appropriate scope for the study. 

Comment: A traffic impact study is being required by the Department and the 
Department of Public Works.  The Department of Public Works has provided the scope to 
the petitioner on August 9, 2016, and the Department understands the study is underway 
and will be submitted by the petitioner upon completion. 

 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN    

The Future Land Use Plan in the Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan (the 
“Comprehensive Plan”) identifies the property as primarily New Suburban (yellow area), with 
areas along the western end as Existing Rural Southwest (gray area) and areas at the 
northwest corner of 146th Street and Towne Road as Local Commercial (pink area) (see Figure 
3).  The Comprehensive Plan is not law; rather, it is intended to serve as a guide in making land 
use decisions.   

For reference, applicable excerpts 
from the Comprehensive Plan are 
included at Exhibit 5.  Below is a 
general summary of the 
background of the Comprehensive 
Plan for each land use classification.  
The development policies and 
recommended zoning regulations 
of the Comprehensive Plan are 
included at Exhibit 5.  

Existing Rural Southwest (gray 

area):   This area is designated as 

Existing Rural because it is largely 

already developed, and its rural character is viewed as a long-term condition: it is not intended 

to convert to other types of uses. Specifically, this area provides not just a rural character that is 

Figure 3: Future Land Use Plan 
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valued by the community; it provides an area where residents can live a rural lifestyle, and this 

plan embraces the importance of that rural lifestyle opportunity.3 

The Southwest Rural Residential area includes single-family residences, equestrian uses, and 
artisan farms in agricultural and rural areas. It also includes the Little Eagle Creek watershed, 
wetlands, rolling topography, and upland woods. The open nature of the area is enjoyed by 
many, and because open space is a valued community amenity, every effort should be made 
to encourage uses that preserve this open character. The envisioned long-range gross density 
is low: no more than one unit per three acres gross density. This area may have rural 
subdivisions, developed with substantial open space by using Rural or Conservation 
Subdivisions as described elsewhere in this plan. Higher gross densities, up to one unit per 
acre, may be permitted only in Conservation Subdivisions4.  

New Suburban (yellow area):  This area will continue to have rural uses and a rural feel into the 
immediate future: natural open spaces, trees, fields, and streams. However, the long-range 
plan is to provide sanitary sewers in the entire township, which will have the effect of creating 
pressure for denser development in this area. It is expected that over time the large commodity 
farms in this area will be converted to residential development, and this area is identified to 
absorb future suburban density and type of development. While the development of this area 
for suburban uses is envisioned in the long term, it is also important to keep the overall policy 
of contiguity in mind: development is encouraged to occur in a way that it is contiguous with 
existing development, meaning that new growth should radiate out from existing suburban 
areas, and should not sprawl piecemeal throughout the new suburban areas.5 

The Southwest New Suburban area includes a diverse mix of uses: a town park, a golf 
course, open farmland, residential development, and a central core of large-lot residential 
and rural properties, equestrian uses and artisan farms. It is adjacent to the Village of 
Eagletown, and two highways: SR32 and 146th Street. There also are institutional uses, 
including a school and a school transportation center. 

While it is expected that over time, the few remaining large agricultural tracts in this area will 
be converted to residential development or other uses, this development should be context-
sensitive. As development moves south from SR32, north from 146th Street, and west from 
Ditch Road, the density should decrease and open space should increase. Within the 
Southwest New Suburban area, there is land that is not suitable for dense development 
because of steep slopes or other natural features. These lands should be developed 
according to rural standards. 

The key for this area will be land use transitions and buffers that accommodate suburban 
development in such a way that negative land use impacts on existing and stable rural uses 

are mitigated so as not to negatively affect the quality of life of long term rural residents.6 

                                                           
3 Comprehensive Plan, page 26. 
4 Comprehensive Plan, page 25. 
5 Comprehensive Plan, page 40. 
6 Comprehensive Plan, page 39. 
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Local Commercial (pink area):  Local businesses are intended to provide goods and services 
used by nearby residents on a day-today basis, as opposed to attracting customers or clients 
from a large geographic area.  Examples include but are not limited to banks, beauty salons, 
drug stores, convenience stores, automobile service stations, video stores, dry cleaners, 
restaurants, and supermarkets. Local examples include Westfield Commons, Westfield 
Marketplace, Carey Shoppes, Springmill Commons and Bridgewater Marketplace. Shopping 
centers typically have at least one anchor business.7  

Local commercial development is characterized by architecture having a residential or 
suburban feel, attractive signs, extensive landscaping, and ample off-street parking. Most 
local business is located in commercial centers, typically having at least one anchor business 

and several smaller businesses, some of which are on outlots.8 

Overall Community Goals and Policies:  In addition to those goals and policies of the individual 
land use classifications, the Comprehensive Plan also includes goals and policies to be applied 
community-wide for buffers and transitions9, residential design standards10, and open space 
and recreation11, which are included in the Comprehensive Plan excerpt attached at Exhibit 5. 

Thoroughfare Plan:  The 
following corridors are 
impacted by the 
development of the 
Property: (i) Collector Roads: 
151st Street and 166th Street; 
(ii) Secondary Arterial: 
Shelborne Road; (iii) Primary 
Arterial: Towne Road and 
146th Street; (iv) Alternative 
Transportation Plan: 
perimeter pathways along 
perimeter streets and 
sidewalks along internal 
streets. 

 

  

                                                           
7 Comprehensive Plan, page 47. 
8 Comprehensive Plan, page 37. 
9 Comprehensive Plan, page 11. 
10 Comprehensive Plan, page 17. 
11 Comprehensive Plan, page 19. 

Figure 4 : Thoroughfare Plan 
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) DISTRICT REVIEW CRITERIA: 

In accordance with Article 5.6 of the Unified Development Ordinance: 

Purpose and Intent (Article 5.6(C)):  The PUD District is intended to: 

1) Encourage flexibility and innovation in the development of land in order to promote its 
most appropriate use. 

2) Improve the design, character and quality of new developments.  
3) Encourage a harmonious and appropriate mix of uses. 
4) Facilitate the adequate and economic provision of streets, utilities and municipal 

services. 
5) Preserve the natural environmental and scenic features of the site. 
6) Encourage and provide a mechanism for arranging improvements on sites so as to 

preserve desirable features. 
7) Mitigate problems which may be presented by specific site conditions. 

Standard Criteria (Article 5.6(D)):  A PUD District shall comply with the provisions of the UDO.  
In addition, a proposed PUD District should include concepts and development and design 
standards that generally offer the following advantages over a standard Zoning District: 

1) Address the policies included in the Comprehensive Plan specific to the neighborhood so 
as to encourage consistency with the community’s vision as presented in the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

2) Use design to provide compatibility between areas of different land uses and 
development intensities within the PUD District. 

3) Buffer different types of land uses and development intensities outside of the PUD 
District from those within the PUD District so as to increase compatibility or minimize 
any adverse impact which new development may have on existing or zoned 
development.  

4) Enhance the appearance of neighborhoods by conserving areas of natural beauty, and 
natural green spaces and provide enhance amenities and open space.  

5) Promote and protect the environmental integrity of the site and its surroundings and 
provide suitable design responses to the specific environmental constraints of the site 
and surrounding area.  

6) Promote architecture that complements the surroundings.  
7) Counteract urban monotony and congestion on streets. 

Review Criteria (Article 5.6(J)):  In their consideration of a PUD District, the Department in its 
report to the Plan Commission, the Plan Commission in its recommendation, and the Council in 
its decision, shall consider as many of the following as may be relevant to the specific proposal: 

1) The extent to which the proposed PUD District meets this Ordinance’s purposes and 
intent of a PUD District, the Comprehensive Plan, and any other adopted planning 
policies, objectives or regulations of the jurisdiction. 
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2) The extent to which the proposed PUD District departs from the underlying Zoning 
District(s) and other regulations that are otherwise applicable to the subject property, 
including but not limited to, the density, dimension, bulk, use, required improvements, 
and construction and design standards and the reasons, which such departures are or 
are not deemed to be in the public interest. 

3) The proposal will not be injurious to the public health, safety, and general welfare. 
4) The physical design proposed by the PUD District and the extent to which it makes 

adequate provision for:  
a) Public services; 
b) Adequate control over vehicular traffic; 
c) Protection of designated permanent Open Space; and 
d) Furthering the amenities of light, air, recreation and visual appeal. 

5) The relationship and compatibility of the proposed PUD District to the adjacent 
properties and neighborhood. 

6) The desirability of the proposed PUD District in relation to the community’s physical 
development, tax base and economic well-being. 

7) The development proposed by the PUD District will not cause undue traffic congestion, 
and can be adequately served by existing or programmed public facilities and services or 
improvements that are proposed by the developer as a part of the project approval. 

8) The development proposed by the PUD District preserves significant ecological, natural, 
historical, and architectural resources to the extent possible. 

 

PROCEDURAL 

Public Hearing:  A change of zoning request is required to be considered at a public hearing by 
the Plan Commission.  The public hearing for this petition is scheduled for the September 6, 
2016, Plan Commission meeting.  Notice of the public hearing was provided in accordance with 
Indiana law and the Plan Commission’s Rules of Procedure.   

Statutory Considerations:  Indiana Code 36-7-4-603 states that in the consideration of zoning 
ordinance amendments and zone map changes that reasonable regard shall be paid to: 

1. The Comprehensive Plan. 
2. Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses. 
3. The most desirable use for which the land is adapted. 
4. The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction. 
5. Responsible growth and development. 

Council Introduction:  The petition was introduced at the August 8, 2016, Council meeting.  
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DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

1. Action:  Hold a public hearing at the September 6, 2016, Plan Commission meeting.    

2. The petitioner will make any necessary revisions to the proposal based on Plan 
Commission comments, public comments and any additional Department comments, 
prior to the Plan Commission’s further consideration of this petition. 

3. If any Plan Commission member has questions prior to the public hearing, then please 
contact Jesse Pohlman at (317) 402-4380 or jpohlman@westfield.in.gov.  

mailto:jpohlman@westfield.in.gov
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Project Overview 
 

Wood Wind Planned Unit Development 
 
Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC, proposes the development of a Planned Unit Development 
(“PUD”) consisting of approximately 731 acres along Town Road in the vicinity of 146th Street 
to 166th Street.  The PUD is proposed to be named Wood Wind, after the centerpiece of the 
development, the Wood Wind Golf Course.   
 
Established in 1988, the Wood Wind Golf Course is the only public golf course in Westfield.  
Since its inception, Wood Wind Golf Course has served the Westfield community in numerous 
ways, including: providing fitness opportunities; providing scholarships; hosting fund raisers; 
etc.  Unfortunately, the current financial structure of Wood Wind Golf Course is not sustainable.  
Without a change, the golf course cannot continue to operate.  Through the Wood Wind PUD, a 
master planned community will be created with the Wood Wind Golf Course as the centerpiece. 
The residents of the Wood Wind community will be afforded varying levels of membership to 
the Wood Wind Golf Club which will create a long term revenue stream for the Wood Wind 
Golf Course.  Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC, and Wood Wind Golf Course believe that by 
teaming-up to create a master planned community designed with the Wood Wind Golf Course as 
the centerpiece, the financial stability needed to maintain, modernize and update the Wood Wind 
Golf Course will allow it to remain open as a public daily fee golf course serving the Westfield 
community for many more years.  
 
The Wood Wind community is designed to comply with land use and density recommendations 
of the Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan near 146th Street and transition to a 
lower density development pattern to the north as the Wood Wind community enters into a more 
rural area.  Multiple home series will be offered within the community ranging from traditional 
two-story products to ranch homes targeted toward the empty nest buyer.   
 
The Wood Wind community will recognize the rural character of the area that exists today and 
will respect the surrounding farmsteads and large lot homes.  The existing black board fence that 
is seen in the area will be incorporated at certain areas along thoroughfares and several entry 
points into the new residential community.  A curvilinear design concept is used to pull homes 
away from perimeter roads and minimize the visibility of the rear of the homes from the 
perimeter roads.  Along interior roads, varying front yard setbacks are used to create a greenway 
of changing depth between the front of the homes and the interior roadways.  Buffer areas will be 
designed with plant materials arranged in natural, irregular drifts or ribbons. Trees shall be 
grouped or clustered with open-space between groupings.  This is intended to create a natural 
woodland feel that will mimic the surrounding rural landscape. 
 
Another highlight of the Wood Wind community will be the development of an amenities area 
adjacent to the existing Wood Wind Golf Course clubhouse.  Plans are to include: a multipurpose 
recreation center; a lap pool; a resort pool; a kid’s pool; tennis and basketball courts; and, an 
upgraded banquet pavilion.  All residential areas of Wood Wind community will be connected to 
the amenities area through a significant pedestrian trail network.  
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 Chapter 2: Land Use Plan 

LAND USE PLAN INTRODUCTION 
The Town of Westfield and Washington Township are located in fast-growing Hamilton 
County and are experiencing growth pressures as desirable locations in the Greater 
Indianapolis Metropolitan Area. Citizens of the community value many aspects of life in 
Westfield that can be retained through careful planning. This section of the Westfield – 
Washington Township Comprehensive Plan is intended to establish policies that guide 
future land use decisions. The policies contained in this plan also will form the basis 
for future land use regulations.  
 
The purpose of this element of the Comprehensive Plan is to serve as a guide for 
Westfield’s future development. The plan is not a regulation and should not be viewed 
in that context. At the same time, this plan is adopted by the Plan Commission and the 
Town Council, and it is the official policy of the Town of Westfield and Washington 
Township. Decision makers should give full weight to this plan as the agreed-upon 
vision for the future of the community. These policies should be clear so that they can 
serve as the basis for the implementing regulations that will follow adoption of the 
plan. The policies also should assist the Advisory Plan Commission, the Town Council, 
and the Board of Zoning Appeals in their decision making.  
 
This section has two parts: overarching community development policies, and land-use 
specific policies. Each set of policies is accompanied by a list of implementation tools. 
These tools are further explained and expanded in Chapter 4 of this plan. 

OVERALL COMMUNITY GOALS AND POLICIES 
While Westfield – Washington Township is located in Hamilton County, the fastest 
growing county in the Indianapolis area, the community has a rural and small-town 
feel that is absent in some of the other areas that surround Indianapolis. Local 
residents want to preserve that character. In particular, there is a desire that Westfield 
retain its unique sense of identity and not become indistinguishable from any of the 
other communities in the metropolitan area.  
 
While it is difficult to precisely define what makes the Westfield area unique, there are 
positive elements of that character that can be identified for the purpose of planning. 
Westfield – Washington Township has significant natural areas and open space. The 
area has four named villages: Eagletown, Jolietville, Hortonville and Lamong, each with 
a unique history. Westfield has a central downtown with locally owned businesses. The 



Westfield and Washington Township Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 2: Land Use Plan: Overall Community Goals and Policies 9

town has a rich history that includes a role as a stop on the Underground Railroad. 
Citizens of Westfield value a low crime rate, easy access to public services, manageable 
traffic, excellent schools, and high-quality public services. It is the intent of this plan 
to preserve those valued characteristics and enhance them where possible. 
 
As a starting point, certain overarching principles of growth and development are 
identified relating to how land uses should develop. These fundamental principles 
serve as a foundation for more land use specific policies that follow in this chapter. It 
is the desire of the community to see a diverse balance of land uses that proceed in an 
efficient and well connected pattern with good land use transitions. The land use 
patterns should be fiscally sustainable, high quality, and should be accompanied by 
substantial and permanent open space of one form or another. The following are the 
policies that embody these principles. 

Land Use Diversity & Balance 
Westfield desires to be a diverse rather than homogeneous community, providing a 
range of housing, recreational, and economic opportunities for its residents. No single 
socio-economic segment or housing price point should dominate the community nor 
be neglected. 
 

Development Policies – Land Use Diversity and Balance 

 Encourage compatible and high quality “life span” housing, including a balanced 
mix of homes for renters and first-time buyers, housing for first-time owners 
ready to move up, executive housing, and senior housing. Regardless of type of 
housing or its target market, all housing should be of high quality design with 
lasting value. A balanced range of compatible single-family detached and 
attached housing in a variety of price ranges is envisioned. 

 Encourage diversity in lot sizes and lot layout. 

 Encourage a mix of housing types and prices that meets the needs of the full 
range of population in Westfield – Washington Township. 
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Implementation Tools – Land Use Diversity and Balance 

 Zoning regulations 

 Establish appropriate locations for varying housing types. 

 Development standards that establish appropriate setbacks, densities, 
lot sizes. 

 Design standards to ensure quality development. 

 Demographic studies that evaluate the market and the availability of 
housing stock in the various categories.     

Figure 5: Allowing a variety of housing types and sizes will help promote a "lifespan" of housing 
opportunities. 
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Buffers and Transitions 

Appropriate transitions between land uses are essential to the full enjoyment of 
property. The types of transitions that are needed will differ in different circumstances. 
In some cases, undisturbed open space will be used. In other areas, buffering using 
landscaping, fencing, or a combination of those may be in order. It is important that 
existing uses, especially residences, be properly buffered from new development that 
has a different character. 

Development Policies – Buffers and Transitions 

 Provide appropriate buffers between the commercial development and any 
adjacent non-commercial uses, particularly residential uses. 

 Use landscaped building setback areas to provide buffering from roadways. 

 Where appropriate, encourage 
transitional land uses as buffers to 
help mitigate negative land use 
impacts. For example, attached 
housing could be used as a 
transition between commercial or 
industrial uses and single family 
uses. In addition to serving as a land 
use buffer, such housing can 
contribute to the goal of providing a 
balanced range of land uses. 
Attached housing should be used as 
a transitional land use only in 
coordination with actual commercial 
or industrial development. The mere 
presence of land recommended or zoned for future business uses should not be 
used as justification for attached housing as a transitional land use. Absent any 
existing or pending business use, any attached housing must stand on its own 
merits and not be justified as a transitional land use. 

 Provide appropriate transition between adjacent dissimilar residential areas. 

 Ensure proper buffering between existing residences and new development of a 
dissimilar character. 

 Develop a range of buffering requirements, to allow for different buffers in 
different situations. 

Figure 6: Certain uses, such as attached 
housing, can serve as a land use buffer between 
nonresidential uses and lower intensity detached 
housing. 
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 Combine “hardscape” buffers, such as fences and walls, with landscaping and 
distance for a more pleasing aesthetic effect. 

 Utilize natural open space for buffering in industrial areas. 

 Encourage the uses of natural buffers involving “reforestation” of natural 
vegetation, particularly when buffering between suburban and rural uses, and 
between existing uses and new development. 

 Discourage the use of berms for buffering. 

 

Implementation Tools – Buffers and Transitions 

 Zoning regulations 

 Require buffering appropriate to differing situations. 

 Provide for transitional land uses. 

 Landscape design manual, detailing appropriate plantings, fencing and similar 
features for different land use categories, with emphasis on the transitions 
between incompatible land uses. 

 

Connectivity 
Improved and increased vehicular and pedestrian connections between existing 
neighborhoods and new subdivisions within Westfield – Washington Township will 
reduce automobile miles, increase opportunities for social interaction and enhance the 
safety and vitality of the community. New development can provide opportunities for 
the creation of new multimodal links through sites to improve the accessibility and 
connectivity within neighborhoods. 

Development Policies – Connectivity  

 Provide pedestrian systems within open space and along roadways to connect to 
surrounding pedestrian and bicycle networks, particularly the Midland Trace and 
Monon Trails.  

 Avoid fragmentation of open space into isolated, unconnected areas, except to 
provide passive recreation, neighborhood parks and commons. 
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 Link spaces within 
neighborhoods and 
between neighborhoods 
and the larger community 
through a multi-modal 
system of fully connected 
routes to all destinations. 

 Include pedestrian 
facilities in all new 
developments. In 
particular, develop 
improved connections 
between key destinations 
such as between 
residential and 
commercial areas, and 
between residences, 
parks and schools. 

 Participate in regional transportation efforts that promote better regional 
connectivity, such as the IndyGo Bus service. 

Implementation Tools - Connectivity 

 Prepare and adopt a pedestrian and bicycle plan that includes a connectivity 
map for the township, to serve as a basis for zoning and subdivision 
regulations. 

 Zoning regulations 

 Require pedestrian facilities in conjunction with all new development. 

 Subdivision regulations 

 Require pedestrian facilities and bicycle networks in all new subdivisions. 

 

Contiguity of Development 
Development that is scattered and sprawled throughout the township rather than 
adjacent to existing developed areas is inefficient for provision of services and detracts 
from the overall sense of community. As new development occurs, it is generally more 
desirable for it to occur as part of a gradual radiating out from existing developed 

Figure 7: Pedestrian links between neighborhood 
developments and streets, commercial centers, or other 
public spaces increases overall community connectivity.
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areas which are typically better served by infrastructure, as contrasted with a less 
desirable “hopscotch” pattern. Developments far from the town center can diminish 
community character and identity by creating a sprawled development pattern, take 
away much-needed resources from the community core, and often bring traffic and 
service problems. 

Development Policies – Contiguity of Development 

 Encourage new development to be located contiguous to existing development. 
In rare circumstances, non-contiguous development may be permitted when it 
is vital to the economically and spatially efficient expansion and improvement of 
key infrastructure. 

 Recognize that the promotion of efficient expansion of development relative to 
infrastructure and the avoidance of inefficient sprawl is a general policy; there 
may be occasions when non-contiguous development is still appropriate, 
especially when provisions are made for adequate public facilities and 
infrastructure not just for the development itself, but for land between the 
development and the existing developed and serviced area. 

Implementation Tools – Contiguity of Development 

 Establish a development review process for zoning map amendments, 
subdivisions, and site development that ensures that contiguity policies are 
considered. This process should focus on the following: 

 The overall pattern of development; 

 Promoting contiguity; 

 Discouraging inefficient sprawl; 

 Orderly expansion of infrastructure. 

 Review this plan annually, to evaluate its relevance and effectiveness, and revise 
the plan regularly, at least once every five years. 
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Access Control 
As the community grows, new driveways and traffic generators can create congestion 
and lengthen the time spent in the car. These effects can be reduced if traffic is 
managed correctly. 

Development Policies – Access Control 

 Require development of frontage roads in conjunction 
with new nonresidential development. 

 Limit access points pursuant to an access management 
plan, particularly on arterial and collector streets, to new 
development to reduce the number of areas of traffic 
conflict and to ensure adequate sight distances. 

 Utilize traffic calming techniques to control speeds in 
areas where lower speeds are desirable, such as in 
residential neighborhoods and in the pedestrian-
oriented downtown. 

 
 

Implementation Tools – Access Control 

 Prepare and adopt an access management plan to serve as the basis for zoning, 
subdivision, and site plan review requirements relating to the smooth flow of 
traffic. 

 Prepare and adopt design standards for driveways and intersections 

 Zoning regulations 

 Require minimum driveway separation distances to minimize points of 
conflict. 

 Require minimum sight distances for driveways to ensure proper visibility 
for drivers. 

 Subdivision regulations 

 Require minimum intersection spacing, appropriate to the street 
classification. 

Figure 8: A traffic-
calming device. 
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 Require design and installation of frontage roads to minimize traffic 
conflicts on major thoroughfares. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Regulating minimum driveway separation and sight distances will 
improve overall access control. 
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Residential Design Standards 
In order for Westfield to achieve a unique and identifiable character, it must develop 
workable architectural and neighborhood design standards for new subdivisions. The 
purpose of the standards is not to increase housing prices but rather to enhance the 
sense of place in Westfield. 

Development Policies – Residential Design Standards 

 Encourage neighborhoods that do 
not have the appearance of 
“production” housing. 

 Encourage variety and diversity in 
housing while maintaining a 
distinct style or character and 
avoiding the appearance of “cookie 
cutter” subdivisions. 

 Where subdivisions are juxtaposed, 

avoid abrupt changes in housing 
scale, mass, and materials. 

 Consider the effect of new 
subdivisions on the character of existing neighborhoods and mitigate adverse 
effects through proper design and buffering. 

 Evaluate new residential development on the basis of overall density and the 
relationship of that density to effective and usable open space preservation, 
rather than on lot sizes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10: Encouraging diverse housing styles 
and materials improves the overall appearance 
of residential developments. 
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Implementation Tools – Residential Design Standards 

 Zoning regulations 

 Establish appropriate 
maximum and minimum 
densities for different types 
of neighborhoods. 

 Establish standards for infill 
housing, including mass, 
scale, height, and 
architectural style. 

 Subdivision regulations 

 Require subdivision proposals 
to include transition plans, to 
show how the new development will complement existing adjacent 
development. 

 Prepare and adopt a residential design manual. 

Figure 11: Standards for infill housing 
encourage compatibility in residential design. 
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Open Space and Recreation 
Open fields, farms, parks, water bodies, and other open space and recreation areas, 
whether public or private, are important to the community character of Westfield – 
Washington Township. Little Eagle Creek is an especially valuable natural feature that 
should be protected as development takes place in the community. 

Development Policies – Open Space and Recreation 

 Design open space to form an interconnected network, with provisions for 
linkages to existing or potential open space on adjoining properties. 

 Maintain stream corridors, woodlands, hedge rows, and other valuable natural 
and historic resources as part of the dedicated open space. 

 Locate open space so as to maintain the visual character of scenic roads. 

 Require open space in all new 
developments. Open spaces 
should consist of usable areas 
or valuable natural areas. Open 
space should not consist only of 
land that is left over in the site 
plan review process. 

 Preserve natural features such 
as stands of trees, water bodies, 
and wetlands when land is 
developed. 

 Protect Little Eagle Creek. The 
installation of sewers in the 
township has the potential to 
damage this important resource. 
It is important that the sewer expansion be completed in an environmentally 
sensitive manner. 

 Provide both passive and active recreation for the residents of the community. 

 See Appendix G, Family Sports Capital Addendum, for the Family Sports 
Capital of America initiative (October 2009).  

 Provide parks and recreational facilities in new developments to accommodate 
the needs of the community as it grows. 

Figure 12: Natural features such as streams and 
stands of trees should be preserved as open space 
and can be improved with picnic tables and trails 
to provide access to the public. 
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Fiscal Considerations 
Westfield can best serve its residents by remaining fiscally sound. The economic 
impact, positive or negative, of development on the community’s physical 
infrastructure is a legitimate factor in development decisions. The town needs to 
devise a consistent strategy for considering these impacts.  

Development Policies – Fiscal Considerations 

 Require new development to pay its fair share of the cost of providing 
infrastructure needed as a result of that new growth. 

 Consider the impact of growth in land use planning and decisions on public 
services and facilities. 

 Ensure that all new development will have adequate public services and 
facilities. 

Implementation Tools – Fiscal Considerations 

 Establish minimum levels of service 
and infrastructure for new 
development. 

 Establish a development review 
process for zoning map 
amendments, subdivisions, and site 
development that ensures provision 
of adequate public services and 
infrastructure 

 Require applicants to 
provide fiscal impact 
analyses to document 
impact of their proposed 
developments, particularly larger developments. The town should ensure 
that there is a consistent methodology for preparation of these analyses. 

 Require applicants to demonstrate that adequate service is available or 
will be available at the time of development. 

 Consider using a fiscal model to predict the costs associated with new 
development. 

 

Figure 14: New development should pay its "fair 
share" of the cost for providing necessary 
infrastructure and services. 
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 Zoning regulations 

 Establish minimum standards for infrastructure and services for new 
development. 

  Subdivision regulations 

 Establish minimum standards for infrastructure and services for new 
subdivisions. 

 Adopt an impact fee ordinance that complies with Indiana statutes. 

 Promote cooperation and exchange of information about the impact of new 
growth on public services and facilities provided by other jurisdictions, such as 
the school district. 
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LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 
For purposes of this plan, the Town of Westfield and Washington Township are divided 
into the land use character areas listed below and further described in this plan: 

 Rural Residential 

 Existing Southwest 

 Northwest 

 Northeast 

 Suburban Residential 

 Existing 

 New 

 Commercial (retail, office, service) 

 Regional 

 Local 

 Highway Corridors 

 Business Parks 

 Villages 
 

Because of its special character and importance to Westfield – Washington 
Township, the downtown is considered in a separate chapter of this plan.  

 
 

Figure 15: Land uses in Westfield - Washington Township.
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RURAL RESIDENTIAL 

Existing Rural Southwest 

Background 
The Southwest Rural Residential area includes single-family residences, 
equestrian uses, and artisan farms in agricultural and rural areas. It also 
includes the Little Eagle Creek watershed, wetlands, rolling topography, and 
upland woods. The open nature of the area is enjoyed by many, and because 
open space is a valued community amenity, every effort should be made to 
encourage uses that preserve this open character. The envisioned long-range 
gross density is low: no more than one unit per three acres gross density. This 
area may have rural subdivisions, developed with substantial open space by 
using Rural or Conservation Subdivisions as described elsewhere in this plan. 
Higher gross densities, up to one unit per acre, may be permitted only in 
Conservation Subdivisions (see development policies below). 

 
This area will continue to have rural uses and a rural feel: natural open spaces, 
trees, fields, and streams. The predominant land use will be low-density 
residential, including farmsteads, individual houses on large lots, equestrian 
uses, and subdivisions with a rural feel, considerable open space, and perimeter 
buffering. While it is expected that over time the few remaining large commodity 
farms in this area may be converted to residential development and smaller 
artisan farms, the rural character and equestrian nature should be retained. A 
primary component of this character is substantial natural-appearing open 
space. 
 
Residents who move into rural areas 
should not expect the same type of 
environment and the same level of 
services as their more urban 
counterparts. Public water, sanitary 
sewer, and storm water drainage 
facilities may not be immediately 
available. Farming is a legitimate 
commercial land use activity that will 
produce noise, dust and odors, and 
occasionally will impede traffic. 

Figure 16: Rural Washington Township.
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This area is designated as Existing Rural, because it is largely already developed, 
and its rural character is viewed as a long-term condition: it is not intended to 
convert to other types of uses. Specifically, this area provides not just a rural 
character that is valued by the community; it provides an area where residents 
can live a rural lifestyle, and this plan embraces the importance of that rural 
lifestyle opportunity.  
 
The western portion of this area is in close proximity to the Indianapolis 
Executive Airport.  Special consideration was given during the planning process 
to incorporate the needs of the airport.  Specifically, the following items were 
taken into account when defining the land use for the Southwest Rural 
Residential area: 
 

 A review of input from the airport authority showed that multiple uses 
would be appropriate along Boone-Hamilton Road including parks, 
agriculture, and low-density residential uses. However, high density 
residential is not appropriate for this location.  Other land uses were 
mentioned as well (e.g., hazardous waste recycling), however these 
uses were not compatible with the goals and desires of the 
Southwest quadrant. 

 Results from a charette conducted to confirm appropriate uses for 
this area, which was attended by an airport representative as well as 
members of the Southwest Rural Residential area.  The charette 
concluded that low-density residential and agricultural uses were 
compatible with the airport, and desired by the public. 

 Mapping of existing development in the rural southwest indicated 
that the area is already 80% developed as low-density residential. 

 Additional direction was provided by overlaying the Southwest 
quadrant with the noise sensitive area from the airport. 

All of this input was considered when developing the land use for Existing Rural 
Southwest.  Additionally, it should be noted that the airport is beginning a new 
master planning process.  The process is anticipated to take three years, and 
The Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan should be reevaluated 
when the airport plan is complete to ensure the area continues to develop in a 
way that is desirable for both the Existing Rural Southwest area and the airport. 
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Development Policies 
 View large-scale commodity farms 

(crops and livestock) as being subject 
to eventual change under growth 
pressure. Washington Township is in 
the path of growth and it is expected 
that the few remaining large-scale 
agricultural tracts will be converted to 
other uses. 

 Encourage artisan farms and 
equestrian uses to maintain the rural, 
country-like atmosphere. 

 Protect and enhance the Eagle Creek 
Trail as a recreational amenity. 

 Allow the continuation of the historic rural patterns (single-family houses 
on large parcels). New residential development will be accommodated, but 
only on large lots consistent with existing patterns or in Rural or 
Conservation Subdivisions as defined in this plan. 

 Promote flexible design that maximizes open space by regulating density 
rather than lot size. This approach will permit a wide range of lot 
dimensions (area, frontage, setbacks, etc.). 

 Encourage open space through incentives (such as density bonuses). 
 Locate roadways and house lots so as to respect natural features and to 

maximize exposure of lots to open space (directly abutting or across the 
street). “Single-loaded” streets (with homes on one side only) can be used 
to maximize open space visibility, thus increasing real estate values and 
sales, while costing no more than streets in conventional subdivisions (due 
to savings from narrower lot frontages). 

 

Appropriate Land Uses in 
the Rural Southwest 

 Single-family detached 
houses on large lots or in a 
Rural or Conservation 
Subdivision. 

 Accessory dwellings 

 Equestrian uses 

 Agriculture, including 
artisan farms 
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Figure 17: Open space and the preservation of natural features, such as a stream, can be 
incorporated into a development to maximize exposure to individual lots. 

 

 Preserve Little Eagle Creek Ave. as a scenic by-way. 

 Utilize subdivision street standards for new development that are 
appropriate to the rural context (open ditches, no curb and gutter). 

 Preserve historically significant buildings and resources (barns, houses, 
etc.). 

- Recognize that the southwestern area of the township identified as 
rural on the map is unique relative to the other rural areas. 
Specifically, the character and pattern of development in this area is 
committed to small-scale equestrian-oriented and related rural uses, 
as contrasted with the large-scale agricultural patterns in the 
northwest. As such, the policy of this plan is that the character of the 
southwest rural area should remain essentially unchanged. New 
growth and development in this area should be reviewed with the 
intent of ensuring that it is compatible both from a use and density 
perspective, with minimal impact on the natural and visual 
environment. 
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Implementation Tools 

Zoning Regulations 
 Establish maximum densities aimed at retaining rural character and 

maintaining the existing density 

 Provide for density bonuses in Conservation Subdivisions (up to 1 unit/acre 
gross density) only if specific standards are met with reference to the 
following: 

- Threshold percentages of open space 
- Location, connectivity, and suitability of open space areas 
- Minimum amount of usable open space (active and passive recreation, 

equestrian trails) 

 Limit the land uses to those that are consistent with and contribute to the 
rural character 

 Create design standards for new buildings to ensure consistency with the 
character of the area 

 Establish buffering requirements for new development 

 Establish a rural equestrian zoning district with standards aimed at 
maintaining a rural, country-like atmosphere. Housing in this district is 
secondary to the agricultural and equestrian uses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Tools 
 Participate in the creation of the Indianapolis Executive Airport plan.  

Review the plan upon completion to ensure that development is 
compatible with both existing southwest rural residential and the 
Indianapolis Executive Airport. 

Figure 18: Providing for development around the equestrian community may 
include special provisions for lot sizes, fencing requirements, and/or open 
space requirements that include riding trails. 
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Subdivision Regulations 
 Provide for Conservation Subdivisions that have the following 

characteristics: 

- Substantial open space (at least 60% of gross acreage) that is 
connected 

- Preserved primary 
conservation areas 

- Clustering of houses 
- Home sites that border 

open space 
- Perimeter buffering 
- Natural topography (no 

mass grading) 
- Rural street patterns (no 

curb and gutter, single-
loaded streets)  

- Varying lot sizes, 
dimensions, and setbacks 

 Provide for rural subdivisions that have the following characteristics: 

- Large lots (3-acre minimum) 
- Shared private streets or driveways 
- Natural topography (no mass grading) 
- Rural street patterns (no curb and gutter) 
- Standards for development and maintenance of common driveways 

 

Rural Northwest and Northeast 

Background 
The Northwest Rural Residential encompasses much of the northwestern 
quadrant of the township and includes single-family residences; agricultural 
areas, including the township’s largest concentration of commodity farms; some 
smaller artisan farms; and some equestrian uses. There are significant natural 
areas, including Little Eagle Creek, wetlands, wooded areas, and much open 
farm ground. The named community of Lamong is located within this area; it is 
discussed under “Villages” in this chapter. The Rural Northeast area is smaller in 

Figure 19: Rural conservation subdivision.  
Source: Randall Arendt
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Conservation Subdivision Process Tool Box  

Conservation Subdivisions 
One of the best ways to achieve quality residential development in the rural areas 
while preserving rural character is to develop as conservation subdivisions.  These 
subdivision forms allow development of detached single-family homes clustered on 
smaller lots than generally permitted in the underlying zoning district, but at the 
same gross density, while preserving large areas of open space or historic features.  

Conservation subdivisions allow the location of buildings on land best suited for 
construction, while permanently preserving valuable resources without changing the 
gross density permitted on the development site.  This creative and flexible 
subdivision approach encourages building sites with attractive views, both from off-
site roads and on-site buildings; encourages efficiency in the development of roads 
and utilities (shorter roads because there is less frontage per unit); and contributes to 
the variety of housing choices in the town and township.  

Other Considerations 
There are other issues which must be considered in the design of a cluster or 
conservation subdivision.  The following highlights the primary issues:  

Location of Sewer Treatment Facilities 
Dwelling units in a cluster subdivision can typically be served by private on-site 
well and septic systems.  

Ultimate Use of Open Space 
There are several ways to use the conserved open space: maintain it in its 
natural state, use it as pasture or cropland, or provide passive or active 
recreation.   

Permanent Protection of Common Spaces 
There are three common ways to permanently preserve the conserved spaces in 
the subdivision: an individual commonly owned lot with a conservation 
easement, deed restrictions or covenants, or as a part of a privately owned lot 
that is protected in a similar manner.  
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Step 1: Site Analysis Map 
A map of potential conservation areas should begin with the information available 
from the town’s mapping services, and from this plan. The maps and aerial photos 
should be used to identify the primary and secondary conservation areas on the site 
and the features on surrounding properties. The primary conservation areas should 
include the most severely constrained lands, where development would typically be 
restricted under current codes, such as wetlands and floodplains. Secondary 
conservation areas should include locally significant features of the existing 
landscape. These secondary areas may include the following features: 

 Mature woodlands  Greenways and trails 
 Hedgerows, freestanding trees or tree 

groups 
 River and stream corridors 

 Wildlife habitats and travel corridors  Historic site and buildings 
 Prime farmland  Scenic view sheds 
 Groundwater recharge areas  

 
This information should be combined to identify the areas on the site that are the best 
candidates for preservation/conservation. While it is not an exact process, this step 
allows the town and developer to identify the areas with the most potential to 
contribute to the rural character of the area. 
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Conservation Subdivision Process Tool Box  
 

Step 2: Site Inspection 
After the mapping analysis of the site, the applicant and town staff should conduct a 
site inspection to confirm the site analysis map and identify additional unmapped 
features that may be present. This step is especially important for identifying scenic 
view sheds.   

Step 3: Conservation and Development Areas Map 
Once the mapping and visual inventory of resources have been completed, the 
applicant should provide a map illustrating the areas to be conserved (Conservation 
Areas) and the land area available for building sites (Development Areas) should be 
created.  This map will serve as the basis for the final site plan.  This map should 
designate at least 60% of the site area for conservation.   
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Conservation Subdivision Process Tool Box  

Step 4: Conservation Plan 
Finally, the applicant should prepare a conservation plan.  Because the conservation 
plan is not driven by a prescribed lot size, the most efficient and rural design can be 
accomplished by first locating the houses to capitalize on the best views and 
buffering from the off-site roads.  Then the house sites should be connected with 
roads and trails, which minimize the amount of roads to be developed while still 
safely providing access to each building.  Finally, the lot lines should be drawn.   

 

 

Figure 22: Photos of conservation subdivisions.
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SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL 

Background 

Suburban Residential includes residential development with a variety of housing types, 
including subdivisions, at a variety of densities, along with recreational uses.  
 
For the purpose of this plan, two different categories of Suburban Residential are 
identified on the map: Existing and New Suburban areas. The Existing Suburban 
Residential area is generally located in the southeastern quadrant of the planning area. 
As its name implies, it is the area where most of the existing suburban residential 
pattern has taken place. The basic policy of this plan for this area is fairly simple: 
preserve and protect the stability and integrity of the area as it fills in. This area 
consists primarily of single-family residences. Retail uses have not been part of 
Westfield’s plan for this area, and development of such uses would change the 
character of the area. 
 
The New Suburban Residential area depicts the future residential growth of the 
community, generally to the west and north of the Existing area. Its location is a 
function of its proximity to the existing growth area as well as the planned availability 
of sanitary sewer service. 
 
The New Suburban Residential area will be predominately residential, including a 
variety of housing types to serve different family sizes and life situations from entry 
level to retirement. Subdivisions at a variety of densities and a broad range of housing 
types will continue to be the prevalent development form. The New Suburban 
Residential has three areas: Southwest, Northwest, and Northeast. These have 
somewhat different character, but the same development policies and implementation 
tools apply to all three. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 23: Suburban residential development in Westfield/Washington Township. 



Westfield and Washington Township Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 2: Land Use Plan: Suburban Residential 39

Existing Suburban 

Development Policies 
 Promote the protection of the existing 

suburban character of the area. 

 Encourage only compatible infill 
development on vacant parcels in existing 
neighborhoods as a means of avoiding 
sprawl.  

 New development should be permitted 
only upon a demonstration that it will not 
alter the character of the area, and will not 
generate negative land use impacts. 

 Ensure that infill development is compatible in mass, scale, density, 
materials, and architectural style to existing development. 

 Ensure that new development adjacent to existing suburban is properly 
buffered. 

 New retail uses should not be permitted in the Existing Suburban areas.  
The Existing Suburban Areas were planned and have developed primarily 
for residential uses, and attempting to introduce retail uses into those 
areas will change the residential character of the area.  These should be 
located in those areas that are planned for retail expansion. 

 

New Suburban 

New Suburban Southwest Background 
The Southwest New Suburban area includes a diverse mix of uses: a town park, 
a golf course, open farmland, residential development, and a central core of 
large-lot residential and rural properties, equestrian uses and artisan farms. It is 
adjacent to the Village of Eagletown, and two highways: SR 32 and 146th Street. 
There also are institutional uses, including a school and a school transportation 
center. 
 

Appropriate Land Uses 
in Existing Suburban 

 Detached dwellings 

 Attached dwellings 

 Institutional uses 
 Recreational uses 
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While it is expected that over time, the few remaining large agricultural tracts in 
this area will be converted to residential development or other uses, this 
development should be context-sensitive. As development moves south from SR 
32, north from 146th Street, and west from Ditch Road, the density should 
decrease and open space should increase. Within the Southwest New Suburban 
area, there is land that is not suitable for dense development because of steep 
slopes or other natural features. These lands should be developed according to 
rural standards. 
 
The key for this area will be land use transitions and buffers that accommodate 
suburban development in such a way that negative land use impacts on existing 
and stable rural uses are mitigated so as not to negatively affect the quality of 
life of long term rural residents. 

 

New Suburban Northwest and Northeast Background 
The Northwest and Northeast Suburban Residential area contains single-family 
residences, open farmland, artisan farms and some businesses, especially 
agribusiness and rural-related businesses. Because of the natural topography, 
streams, hedgerows, and wooded areas, this area has a rural feel and character. 
Farmhouses are included, as well as houses in rural non-farm environments, 
where people may have a limited number of animals such as horses or 4-H 
animals.  
 
This area will continue to have rural uses and a rural feel into the immediate 
future: natural open spaces, trees, fields, and streams. However, the town’s 
long-range plan is to provide sanitary sewers in the entire township, which will 
have the effect of creating pressure for more dense development in this area. It 
is expected that over time the large commodity farms in this area will be 
converted to residential development, and this area is identified to absorb 
future suburban density and type of development. While the development of this 
area for suburban uses is envisioned in the long term, it is also important to 
keep the overall policy of contiguity in mind: development is encouraged to 
occur in a way that it is contiguous with existing development, meaning that 
new growth should radiate out from existing suburban areas, and should not 
sprawl piecemeal throughout the new suburban areas. 
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Development Policies (applies to all New Suburban) 
 Ensure that new development occurs 

in a way that it is contiguous with 
existing development. 

 Require all development to have 
public sewer and water, paved 
streets, curbs, gutters, and 
sidewalks. 

 Design developments such that back 
yards are not adjacent to collector or 
arterial streets unless uniform 
attractive screening is provided. 

 Prevent monotony of design and 
color. Recognize that quality in design applies not just to individual homes, 
but to the collective impact of an entire development. For example, many 
homes that might be “high quality” may not achieve a high-quality 
development if they are all the same and are not part of a sensitive and 
quality overall design.  

 Encourage a diverse range of home styles in individual subdivisions, using 
innovative architecture of a character appropriate to Westfield. 

 Encourage compatible and high quality “life span” housing in furtherance of 
the overall policy of this plan. 

 Emphasize connectivity between subdivisions, and avoid creating isolated 
islands of development. 

 Ensure proper land use transitions between dissimilar types of residential 
development. 

 Ensure appropriate 
transitions from 
businesses located along 
US 31, SR 32, and SR 38 
and from adjoining large 
subdivisions. 

 Use open space, parks, 
and less-intensive land 
uses as buffers in 

Appropriate Land Uses in 
New Suburban 

 Detached dwellings 

 Attached dwellings 

 Institutional uses,  

 Recreational uses 

 Artisan farms 

Equestrian uses 

Figure 24: Greenbelts and landscaping buffers can 
help create a transition between uses. 
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appropriate circumstances. 

 Preserve existing older structures when possible. 

 Permit new development only where the transportation network is 
sufficient for the added traffic volumes. Based upon traffic studies, 
developers should make appropriate improvements to mitigate traffic 
impacts resulting from the new development. 

 Promote flexible design that maximizes open space preservation by 
regulating density rather than lot size. This approach permits a wide range 
of lot dimensions (area, frontage, setbacks, etc.) and a variety of housing 
types (detached, semi-detached, attached) to serve multiple markets 
(traditional families, single-parent households, empty-nesters, etc.). 

 Encourage quality and useable open space through incentives (density 
bonuses) based upon density rather than minimum lot sizes and widths. 

 Encourage development of 
bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities (sidewalks, trails, 
paths or any combination 
thereof designed to 
accommodate pedestrians) in 
new development. These 
facilities should be designed 
to improve connectivity. In 
particular, promote 

connections to new regional 
trails such as the Monon and 
Midland Trace Trails 

 Land that is characterized by steep slopes or other natural limitations on 
development should be left natural or developed at rural, rather than 
suburban densities. 

 Promote innovative development, such as Conservation Subdivisions and 
traditional neighborhood design. 

 Require appropriate transitions and buffers between neighborhoods, 
particularly those of differing character or density. At interfaces between 
large lot residential property and new suburban development, baseline 
buffering requirements should be used to preserve the rural environment 

Figure 25: Bicycle and pedestrian trails 
increase connective and can improve the 
overall quality of the development. 



Westfield and Washington Township Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 2: Land Use Plan: Suburban Residential 43

of those larger parcels (preferably through the use of reforestation to 
achieve natural conditions).  

 Locate roadways and house lots so as to respect natural features and to 
maximize exposure of lots to open space (directly abutting or across the 
street). “Single-loaded” streets (with homes on one side only) can be used 
to maximize open space visibility, thus increasing real estate values and 
sales, while costing no more than streets in conventional subdivisions (due 
to savings from narrower lot frontages). 

 Encourage attractive streetscapes that minimize front-loading garages, 
provide garage setbacks from front facades of houses, minimize design 
and material repetition, and avoid house orientations where the back sides 
face the public right of way. 

 Encourage roadway improvements that promote safety but do not increase 
speed. 

Implementation Tools 

Zoning Regulations 
 Establish appropriate locations for varying housing types 

 Development standards that establish appropriate setbacks, densities, lot 
sizes 

 Emphasize density, rather than lot size 

 Require that new development have all necessary services and 
infrastructure 

 Buffering, including reforestation buffers 

 Transitions between developments 

- Between new suburban and more rural neighborhoods, use larger lots 
and increased open space 

- Cluster higher-density development in areas that abut industrial, 
commercial, or other higher-density areas.  

 Landscape standards (these should discourage berms and fencing in favor 
of more natural-appearing buffers, using native plants) 

 Create a Traditional Neighborhood Design District that provides for the 
following: 
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- Garages that are behind the front line of the dwelling or are side-
loaded 

- Front porches 
- Smaller front setbacks 

Figure 26: A development that incorporates 
elements of traditional neighborhood design 
increases connectivity and provides for a diverse 
mix of housing types. 
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Subdivision Regulations 
 Provide for Conservation Subdivisions that have the following 

characteristics: 

- Substantial open space (at least 60% of gross acreage) that is 
connected 

- Preserved primary conservation areas 
- Clustering of houses 
- Home sites that border open space 
- Perimeter buffering 
- Natural topography (no mass grading) 
- Rural street patterns (no curb and gutter, single-loaded streets) 
- Varying lot sizes, dimensions, and setbacks 

 Preserve natural 
topography 

 Adequate streets 

 Connectivity 

 Pedestrian facilities 

 Recreational 
facilities 

 Common open 
space 

 Mechanisms to 
ensure 
maintenance of 
common facilities 

 Proper drainage 

 Green space 
between sidewalk and curb 

 Open space standards (location, size, type) 

 

Other Tools 
 Design standards that ensure quality development. 

 Establish a development review process that ensures developments that 
comply with the standards and with the comprehensive plan 

Figure 27: Photograph of a development that incorporates 
natural features into the common open space with 
pedestrian facilities. 
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 Adopt an updated Thoroughfare Plan that establishes future street patterns 
and appropriate cross sections 

 Prepare and adopt a parks, recreation, and open space plan to serve as a 
basis for zoning, subdivision, and site design requirements 

 Prepare and adopt a circulation and trail plan 

 Prepare and adopt an access management plan 
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COMMERCIAL 

Local Commercial  

Background 
Local businesses are intended to 
provide goods and services used 
by nearby residents on a day-to-
day basis, as opposed to attracting 
customers or clients from a large 
geographic area. Examples include 
but are not limited to banks, 
beauty salons, drug stores, 
convenience stores, automobile 
service stations, video stores, dry 
cleaners, restaurants, and 
supermarkets. Local examples 
include Westfield Commons, 
Westfield Marketplace, Carey 
Shoppes, Springmill Commons and 
Bridgewater Marketplace. Shopping centers typically have at least one anchor 
business. 
 
Local commercial development is characterized by architecture having a 
residential or suburban feel, attractive signs, extensive landscaping, and ample 
off-street parking. Most local business is located in commercial centers, 
typically having at least one anchor business and several smaller businesses, 
some of which are on outlots. 

Figure 28: Local commercial scale bank.



Chapte

D

er 2: Land

Develop
 Locate 

only in 
streets 
frontag
Land U

 Require
dispers
key nod
which a
standp

 Require
design 
Westfie
unique

 Discou
landsca

 Require
landsca

 Require
directe

 Encour
and rea
to the b
conditi

 Require
screene
be a nu

 Encour
adjacen

 Encour
betwee
adjacen

 Use att
similar 

d Use Plan

ment Po
local comm
planned ce
classified a

ge roads as
se Concept

e commerc
sed, but als
des, avoidi
are inefficie
oint. 

e the size, 
of building

eld. “Franch
 design tha

rage masse
aping or by

e all parkin
aping along

e all lightin
d downwar

age signs t
ad, sized an
buildings a
ons in whic

e loading a
ed and to b
uisance to n

age interna
nt commerc

age pedest
en local com
nt residenti

tached resid
uses as tra

Westfield 

: Commerc

olicies 
mercial deve
enters and 
as arterials
 depicted o
t Map. 

ial uses to 
so to be foc
ng strip pa
ent from an

materials, c
gs to be un
hise” archite
at fits Westf

es of aspha
y being loca

g areas to 
g the street

g to be shi
rd. 

that are eas
nd designe
nd the traf
ch they are 

nd service 
be located s
neighboring

al connectiv
cial develop

trian conne
mmercial ar
ial areas. 

dential, offi
ansitions be

d and Washi

rcial 

elopment 
only on 
 or on 

on the 

be 
cused on 
tterns, 

n access 

color, and 
ique to 
ecture that 
field – Wash

alt. Parking 
ated on mo

have interio
t. 

elded and 

sy to locate
d in relatio
fic 
viewed. 

areas to be
so as not to
g propertie

vity betwee
pments. 

ctions 
reas and 

ices, and 
etween mo

hington Tow

represents
hington Tow

areas shou
re than one

or landscap

 
n 

e 
o 
s. 

n 

re intensive

Appro
Local C

 Com

 Off

 Serv

 Inst

 Atta
dwe

Figure 2
parking
sidewal
safety a
the park

wnship Comp

s no effort t
wnship is n

uld be brok
e side of th

ping as wel

e and less i

priate Lan
Commerc

mmunity an

ice 

vices 

titutional u

ached resid
ellings 

29: Landscap
g area and th
lk provides a
and softens t
rking area. 

mprehensive 

to create a 
not accepta

en up by 
e buildings

l as 

ntensive us

nd Uses in
ial 

nd local ret

ses 

dential 

aping betwee
he street or 
an element o
the perimete

e Plan 

48

able. 

s. 

ses. 

n 

ail 

en a 

of 
er of 



Westfield and Washington Township Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 2: Land Use Plan: Commercial 49

 Require effective buffering between commercial uses and adjacent 
residential uses. 

 Prevent commercial uses from encroaching into residential areas. 

 Encourage the use of frontage roads to minimize traffic conflicts. 

Implementation Tools 

Zoning Regulations 
 Establish a planned commercial district with strong development 

standards, including landscaping and lighting. 

 Establish a site plan review process for commercial development. 

 Require traffic studies and traffic management plans for new commercial 
development. 

 Buffering requirements, including transitional land uses 

 Design standards to ensure quality development. 

 Thoroughfare plan that provides for frontage roads. 

 Access management plan to control curb cuts, which is a plan for 
promoting smooth traffic flow by establishing standards for access to 
property. This plan would address issues such as driveway locations and 
separation distances, frontage roads, passing blisters, left turn lanes, and 
traffic signals. 

Subdivision Regulations 

 Establish standards for commercial subdivisions 
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ORDINANCE NUMBER 16-27 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WESTFIELD AND WASHINGTON 
TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA CONCERNING AMENDMENT TO 

THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 

This is a Planned Unit Development District Ordinance (to be known as the 
“WOOD WIND PUD DISTRICT”) to amend the Unified Development Ordinance of the City 
of Westfield and Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Unified Development 
Ordinance"), enacted by the City of Westfield pursuant to its authority under the laws of the 
State of Indiana, Ind. Code § 36-7-4 et seq., as amended. 

WHEREAS, the City of Westfield, Indiana (the "City") and the Township of 
Washington, both of Hamilton County, Indiana are subject to the Unified Development 
Ordinance; 

WHEREAS, the Westfield-Washington Advisory Plan Commission (the "Commission") 
considered a petition (Petition No. 1609-PUD-16), requesting an amendment to the Unified 
Development Ordinance and to the Zoning Map with regard to the subject real estate more 
particularly described in Exhibit A attached hereto (the "Real Estate"); 

WHEREAS, the Commission forwarded Petition No.  1609-PUD-16 to the Common 
Council of the City of Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Common Council") with a 
_______________ recommendation (#-#) in accordance with Indiana Code § 36-7-4-608, as 
required by Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1505; 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Commission certified the action of the Commission to 
the Common Council on _________, 2016;  

WHEREAS, the Common Council is subject to the provisions of the Indiana Code 
§36-7-4-1507 and Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1512 concerning any action on this request; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of 
Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana, meeting in regular session, that the Unified Development 
Ordinance and Zoning Map are hereby amended as follows: 

  



WOOD WIND PUD District 
 

 
Page | 2 

2016/08/15 

Section 1. Applicability of Ordinance. 

1.1 The Unified Development Ordinance and Zoning Map are hereby changed to 
designate the Real Estate as a Planned Unit Development District to be known 
as the "WOOD WIND PUD District" (the “District”).    

1.2 Development of the Real Estate shall be governed by (i) the provisions of this 
Ordinance and its exhibits, and (ii) the provisions of the Unified Development 
Ordinance, as amended and applicable to the Underlying Zoning District or a 
Planned Unit Development District, except as modified, revised, 
supplemented or expressly made inapplicable by this Ordinance.   

1.3 Chapter (“Chapter”) and Article (“Article”) cross-references of this Ordinance 
shall hereafter refer to the section as specified and referenced in the Unified 
Development Ordinance. 

1.4 All provisions and representations of the Unified Development Ordinance that 
conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby made inapplicable to 
the Real Estate and shall be superseded by the terms of this Ordinance. 

Section 2. Definitions. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined in this Ordinance shall 
have the meanings ascribed to them in the Unified Development Ordinance. 

2.1 Wood Wind Definitions: 

Development Amenities: Neighborhood or development features that provide 
comfort, convenience, pleasure, and increased quality of life and may include, but 
are not limited to: Clubs, clubhouses, golf course, gyms, swimming pools, tennis 
courts, basketball courts, ball fields (soccer, football, etc.), 
walking/jogging/biking trails, picnic/barbecue group areas, playgrounds, 
volleyball courts, and racquetball courts; and related facilities and activities. 

Open Space: Land used for recreation, resource protection, amenity, and/or 
screening. Open Space may include Natural Areas, Parks, Development 
Amenities, internal medians in rights-of-way, cul-de-sac islands, Recreational 
Facilities, railroad corridors, Buffer Yards, public art spaces, interpretative sites, 
and performing art spaces. Open Space does not include any area of land included 
on a Lot used for another primary use such as residential or commercial. 

Section 3. Concept Plan. The Concept Plan, attached hereto as Exhibit B, is hereby 
incorporated in accordance with Article 10.9(F)(2) Planned Unit Development 
Districts; PUD District Ordinance Requirements; Concept Plan. The Real 
Estate shall be developed in substantial compliance with the Concept Plan.  
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Section 4. Underlying Zoning District(s).  The Underlying Zoning District of this 
District shall be: 

4.1 The SF-4 District for all land designated for single family dwellings on the 
Concept Plan;  

4.2 The SF-4 District for all land designated for Golf Course and Development 
Amenities on the Concept Plan;   

4.3 The MF2 District for all land designated for multi-family dwellings on the 
Concept Plan; and, 

4.4 The GB District for all land designated for commercial development on the 
Concept Plan. 

Section 5. Permitted Uses.   The permitted uses shall be as set forth below. 

5.1 Single Family Areas: 

A. Areas 1 & 2 - Permitted Uses in Single Family Residential Areas 1 & 2 
shall include:  

1. Dwelling, Single Family 
2. Home Business 
3. Development Amenities (including, but not limited to club house, 

pool area, fitness center, game courts, active open space) 
4. Golf Course (including a Driving Range, Sit Down Restaurant with 

Bar area and outdoor seating, and Banquet Center) 
5. Park, Public or Private  
6. Residential Facility 

B. Areas 3, 4, & 5 - Permitted Uses in Single Family Residential Areas 3, 4, & 
5 shall include:  

1. Dwelling, Single Family 
2. Home Business 
3. Development Amenities (including but not limited to passive open 

space and trails);  
4. Park, Public or Private 
5. Residential Facility 
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5.2 Multi-family Area: 

A. Permitted Uses in the Multi-family Area shall include:   

1. Uses permitted in the MF-2 District 
2. Dwelling, Multi-family 
3. Dwelling, Duplex 
4. Dwelling, Triplex 
5. Dwelling, Quadraplex 
6. Nursing Home 
7. Assisted Living Facility 
8. Childcare / daycare center 
9. Office uses 

5.3 Commercial Area: 

A. Permitted Uses in the Commercial Area shall include: 

1. Uses permitted in the GB District (including not more than one 
stand-alone gasoline service station and subject to the limitation set 
forth in 5.4, B., below), 

2. Hospital 
3. Assisted Living Facility 
4. Nursing Home 

5.4 Prohibited Uses:  The following uses shall be prohibited: 

A. Prohibited Uses in the Single Family Areas shall include: 

1. Car ports on individual single family lots 

B. Prohibited Uses in the Commercial Area shall include: 

1. Self-service car wash 
2. Tattoo parlor 
3. Tobacco shop 
4. Billiard parlor 
5. Cemetery monument sales 
6. Truck and trailer sales/rental 
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Section 6. General Regulations.  The standards of Chapter 4: Zoning Districts, as 
applicable to the Underlying Zoning District, shall apply to the development 
of the District, except as otherwise modified below. 

6.1 Single Family Areas:  The following standards shall apply to the various 
Single Family areas of this District as specified below:  

Single Family Area Development Standards 
 Area 1  Area 2  Area 3  Area 4 Area 5 

Minimum Lot Area 9,750 sf 10,000 sf 7,500 sf 8,000 sf 8,000 sf 
Minimum Lot Frontage 30’ 20’ 15’ 30’ 30’ 
Minimum Building Setback 

Front  25’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 
Side (Minimum) 3’ 5’ 7’ 3’ 7’ 
Side (Aggregate) 10’ 10’ 14’ 10’ 14’ 
Rear 25’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 

Minimum Lot Width at 
Platted Building Line 

75’ 73’ 60’ 63’ 63’ 

Maximum Building 
Height 

35’ 35’ 35’ 35’ 35’ 

Minimum Living Area (Ground 
Floor) 

    

Single Story 2,300 sf 2,600 sf (1) 1,600 sf 1,600 sf 1,600 sf 
Two Story 1,300 sf 2,300 sf (1) 1,350 sf 1,350 sf 1,350 sf 

Minimum Living Area (Total)     
Two Story 2,700 sf 2,900 sf 2,400 sf 2,400 sf 2,400 sf 

(1) Loft units may have a minimum 2,300 sf on ground floor with 600 sf loft area. 

 

6.2 Golf Course and Development Amenity Areas:  The following standards shall 
apply to the Golf Course and Development Amenities located in Area 1 and 
Area 2 of this District.  In case of conflict between the following standards 
and other provision of this District or the Unified Development Ordinance, 
the provisions of this Section shall control: 

A. Architecture: The architectural style and building materials for new or 
expanded structures in the Golf Course or Development Amenities portions 
shall be consistent and compatible with the architectural style and building 
materials of existing buildings in the Golf Course, as determined by the 
Director. 

B. Loading Docks: Any loading docks developed in the Golf Course shall be 
screened from view from any perimeter street or abutting residential 
property by the use of either landscaping or screen walls.  If screen walls 
are used, the walls may be made of similar materials to the building at 
which the loading docks are located. 
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C. Fencing / Protective Net:  Open wire mesh or chain-link fencing 
surrounding tennis courts and Golf Course practice areas may be erected to 
a height that meets national regulations for the sport or an increased height 
specified by the Department of Public Works, so as to protect any nearby 
traffic or buildings. 

D. Accessory Buildings or Structures:  There shall be no limit on the number 
of accessory buildings or structures to support the Golf Course and related 
operations.  The location of each new or expanded accessory building or 
structure shall be subject to the approval of the Director. 

E. Building Height: The golf clubhouse, restaurant, recreation center and 
similar or ancillary Golf Course Use and Development Amenity buildings 
shall not exceed fifty-five (55’) in height. 

F. Golf Cart Parking: When applicable and approved by the Director, parking 
spaces for golf carts may be included in the overall parking lot plan. 

G. Parking Lot Design:  Cement wheel stops shall not be required in parking 
lots of Golf Course and related uses or Development Amenities. 

H. Interior Parking Area Islands:  The design objectives of Article 6.8, O., b., 
shall not apply to any parking areas associated with the Golf Course or 
Development Amenities.  

I. Ancillary Structures:  Tents, pavilions, patios and related equipment or 
displays (e.g., leaderboards) which are ancillary uses to the Golf Course 
and related uses (e.g., weddings, social events, golf demonstration or 
training tents), shall be deemed permanent as an ongoing ancillary use to 
existing operations and shall not require a temporary use permit. 

J. Landscaping / Road Frontage Standards: The road frontage landscaping 
requirements shall not apply along Golf Course areas adjoining or located 
along Internal or External Streets 

K. Landscaping: The provisions of Article 6.8, K – Minimum Lot 
Landscaping Requirements shall not be applicable to the Golf Course and 
Development Amenities areas. 

L. Landscaping:  The provisions of Article 6.8, M – External Street Frontage 
Landscaping Requirements shall not be applicable to the Golf Course and 
Development Amenities areas. 
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M. Signs:  Electronic signage for the Golf Course shall be permitted to include 
scoring or leader board signage with manual or digital changeable copy 
area, which shall not be counted toward total sign display area square 
footage or towards total allotted sign area; scoring or leader boards shall be 
located in the rear or side yards and shall not be visible from public rights-
of-way or adjoining residential properties. Outdoor televisions screens shall 
not be visible from public rights-of-way or adjoining residential properties, 
and shall not be considered signs. 

N. Signs:  Message or announcement boards mounted to the Clubhouse or 
other Golf Course Use buildings or Development Amenities shall not count 
toward total allotted sign area and shall not be visible from public rights-of-
way or adjoining residential properties. 

O. Signs:  All temporary or permanent signs related to tours or layout of the 
Golf Course or Development Amenities (e.g., hole numbers, description of 
area or directional signs for tours) shall not count towards allotted real 
estate signs.  

P. Signs:  Signs two (2) square feet in area or less and located along internal 
drives and parking areas within the Golf Course and Development 
Amenities area shall be exempt. 

Q. Lighting: Architectural lighting may be directed upward on Golf Course 
and Development Amenity buildings for the softening of walls and 
entryways, provided that the light fixture is fully shielded and all light 
output is directed onto the building wall.  
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6.3 Multi-family Area:  The following standards shall apply to the Multi-family 
area of this District as specified below:  

A. The Multi-Family Area shall comply with the Standards of the MF-2 
District of the Zoning Ordinance except as modified below by the addition 
or modification of the provisions and text thereof: 

1.  Maximum density shall not exceed fifteen (15) dwelling units per 
acre. 

2. Maximum number of dwelling units shall not exceed 425 units. 

3.   The maximum height of any building in the Multi-Family Area 
shall be forty-five (45) feet. 

4.   The streetscape along Towne Road and 151st Street adjacent to the 
Multi-Family Area shall be provided with a landscaping area 
adjacent to the right-of-way a minimum of twenty (20) feet in 
width, which shall be limited to landscaping materials in 
conformance with Exhibit C-8-A: Buffer Yard Type A. This 
twenty (20) foot landscaping area shall be unoccupied except for 
plant material, steps, pedestrian walkways, terraces, bike paths, 
utilities, driveways, lighting standards, signs or other similar 
structures (excluding parking). 
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6.4 Commercial Area:  The following standards shall apply to the Commercial Area 
of this District as specified below:  

A. The Commercial Area shall comply with the GB District Development 
Standards except as modified below by the addition or modification of the 
provisions and text thereof: 

1.  The maximum height of any building in the Retail Area shall be 
forty-five (45) feet. Retail use (non-office) buildings shall be 
limited to a maximum of thirty-five (35) feet in height. 

3.  The maximum square footage of any single use permitted under 
Section 5.3.A hereto shall not exceed 90,000. 

4.  The streetscape along 146th Street and Towne Road adjacent to the 
Commercial Area shall be provided with a landscaping area 
adjacent to the right-of-way a minimum of twenty (20) feet in 
width, which shall be limited to landscaping materials in 
conformance with Exhibit C-8-A: Buffer Yard Type A. This 
twenty (20) foot landscaping area shall be unoccupied except for 
plant material, steps, pedestrian walkways, terraces, bike paths, 
utilities, driveways, lighting standards, signs or other similar 
structures (excluding parking). 

5.  The number of loading berths shall be as is required under the 
UDO and shall be constructed subject to the following 
requirements: 

a.  Loading docks and other service areas shall be placed to the 
rear and side of buildings. 

b.  Screening or landscaping shall minimize the direct view of 
the loading area from adjacent properties, and from 
residential development within the overall project. 

c.  Screening and buffering may be achieved through walls, 
fences and landscaping. 
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Section 7. Development Standards. The standards of Chapter 6: Development 
Standards shall apply to the development of the District, except as otherwise 
modified below. 

7.1 Article 6.3 Architectural Standards:  Shall apply.  In addition, the following 
shall also apply: 

A. Character Exhibit.  The Character Exhibit, attached hereto as Exhibit C, is 
hereby incorporated as a compilation of images designed to capture the 
intended quality of structures to be constructed in the District.   Although 
the exhibits do not necessarily represent the final design or specify a 
required architectural style or element, they do hereby establish a 
benchmark for the quality and appearance of structures that are permitted 
to be constructed and that contribute to the District’s intent and 
vision.  The Director shall determine whether a structure is consistent with 
the established benchmark and complies with the standards of this 
Ordinance.  The Director’s decision may be appealed to the Plan 
Commission. 

B. Specific Architectural Standards – Single-Family Areas: 

1. Perimeter Lots.  The design objectives of Article 6.3, C, 1, shall 
only be applicable to those perimeter lots designated on 
Exhibit C-9 – Perimeter Lots Subject to Architectural Standards.  

2. Qualifying Characteristics:  The design objectives of Article 6.3, 
C., 1., b., ii., shall also include the following: 

a. Installation of black board fencing consistent with the rural 
landscape. 

b. Planting of two additional shade, ornamental or evergreen 
trees in the rear/side yard. 

3. Streetscape Diversity for Perimeter Lots:  The design objectives of 
Article 6.3, C., 1., iv., shall be replaced with the following:  

a. The rear Building Façade of Dwellings on no more than three 
lots in row may not have more than three (3) of the same 
architectural features that qualify towards meeting the above 
requirements. Exceptions to this standard may be approved by 
the Director if the design or placement of the same 
architectural features otherwise result in substantially different 
rear Building Facades for adjacent Dwellings.  
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4. Streetscape Diversity.  The design objectives of Article 6.3, C, 2, a, 
shall be replaced with the following: 

a. The front façade of a front load garage shall include the use 
of decorative garage doors (see Exhibit C-6 - Illustrative 
Garage Door Treatments). A rear-load garage or a side-load 
garage, with a minimum of twenty-five (25) square feet of 
windows in the Building Facade oriented toward the Street, 
shall also meet this objective. 

5. Streetscape Diversity. The design objectives of Article 6.3, C, 2, b, 
shall be replaced with the following: 

a. Building setback lines shall be established along each 
internal street frontage to eliminate monotonous building 
placement substantially as depicted on the Concept Plan. 

 
6. Streetscape Diversity.  The design objectives of Article 6.3, C, 2, c, 

shall be replaced with the following: 
 

b. Single family dwelling located on adjacent lots along a front lot 
line abutting the same street shall comply with the requirements 
of Exhibit C-7 – Pulte Homes Monotony Code Graphic. 

7.2 Article 6.8 Landscaping Standards:  Shall apply.  In addition, the following 
shall also apply: 

A. Detention and Retention Areas. The design objectives of Article 6.8, I., 1., 
a. & b. shall be replaced with the following: 

1.  Natural Appearance: 

a. Detention and Retention Areas shall be landscaped in a 
manner that conforms to G.4.g and shall create a 
continuation of the natural drifts or ribbons of planting, 
thus allowing for a continuation of open space between 
groupings.  

b.  Wetlands/aquatic vegetation planted around the wet 
perimeter of such areas shall include native grasses, sedges, 
and wildflower plantings to create lake edge enhancement, 
and protection of the pond or wetland edge. These plantings 
shall be arranged in natural drifts of species within the 
planting and shall encompass the wetland from a minimum 
of five (5) feet in width from the waters edge, to a 
maximum of fifteen (15) feet from the waters edge 
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B. External Street Frontage Landscaping Requirements: The design objectives 
of Article 6.8, M., 1., shall be replaced with the following: 

1. Residential Uses:  A landscaping area with a minimum depth of 
twenty (20) feet shall be required abutting an External Street along 
any residential development.  The landscaping area shall be designed 
with predominantly deciduous canopy/shade and ornamental trees to 
mimic the existing “rural” landscape.  Evergreen trees shall be 
included within the landscaping area with additional evergreens 
planted at the neighborhood entries.  The landscaping area shall also 
include the use of native wildflower and prairie or no-mow turf 
plantings in conjunction with maintained turf.   

The landscaping area shall include a minimum of four (4) Shade 
Trees, two (2) Ornamental Trees, and two (2) Evergreen Trees per 
one hundred (100) lineal feet of road frontage abutting the 
landscaping area.   

A minimum of thirty (30) percent of the landscaping area shall also 
include a native wildflower, prairie, and/or no-mow groundcover 
plantings.  

Mounding shall not used as a landscape feature as mounding is not 
consistent with the existing ‘Rural’ landscape. 

Traffic islands at community entrances and along internal streets may 
include landscaping subject to the approval of the Director. 

C. Buffer Yard Requirements:  The design objectives of Article 6.8, N., shall 
be replaced with the following:  

1. Intent:  The various Buffer Yards of the District have been 
designed to soften and enhance the appearance of the single family 
areas from adjacent residential uses and External Street Frontages. 

2. Location:  Buffer Yards shall located be substantially as depicted 
on Exhibit C – Buffer Yards.  Wherever Exhibit C – Buffer Yards 
show an alternate buffer yard treatment, the provisions of this 
Section C shall control. 
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3. Buffer Yard Types:  The following types of Buffer Yards are 
hereby established. The numbers established below in the 
Chart: Buffer Yard Types are minimum requirements. 

(1) Up to 20% of the length of a Buffer Yard may be reduced in width by up to 40%, 
but in no case less than of 12 feet in width. 

(2) Shade Trees:  provided that 10% of the total number of shade trees planted along 
the full length of a Buffer Area shall be a minimum of 3-1/2” and 5% shall be 
minimum of 5”. 

(3) Evergreen Trees:  provided that 15% of the total number of evergreen trees planted 
along the full length of a Buffer Area shall be a minimum of 9’. 

(4) Ornamental Trees:  provided that 25% of the total number of ornamental trees 
planted along the full length of a Buffer Area shall be minimum of 2-1/2”. 

(5) Denotes percentage of area within an applicable required Buffer Yard. 

 

 

Chart: Buffer Yard Types 
 Per 100 Linear Feet 

Buffer 
Type 

Width (1) 
Shade 
Trees 

(2) 

Ornamental 
Trees (3) 

Evergreen 
Trees (4) 

Native 
Wildflower, 

Prairie & No-mow 
Grasses (5) 

A 20’ 4 2 0 30% 
B 30’ 4 2 1 15% 
C 20’ 4 2 2 10% 
D 30’ 0 2 5 10% 

External 
Road 

Frontage 
20’  4 2 2 30% 



WOOD WIND PUD District 
 

 
Page | 14 
2016/08/15 

7.3 Article 6.17 Signs Standards: Shall apply.  In addition, the following shall also 
apply: 

A. Residential Signs:  The design objectives of Article 6.17, F., 7, 
Article 6.17, G., 1., and Article 6.17, H., shall be replaced with the 
following: 

1. Column Signs for Individual Entrances:  Individual entrances to 
the various neighborhoods within the Wood Wind community shall 
be identified by “column” signs including a “coin” type “WW” 
logo substantially as depicted in Exhibit C-8-E - Column Elevation 
& Details. The name of the individual neighborhood may also be 
included on the column. Columns may be located either on each 
side of an entrance drive or in a median entrance feature subject to 
the approval of the Director. Columns shall not exceed fifteen (15) 
feet in height or fifty (50) square feet in area. 

2. Monument Signs for Wood Wind Community:  A main project 
identification monument sign shall be located at the corner of 161st 
Street and Town Road to identify “Wood Wind of Westfield”. The 
words “of Westfield” shall be a minimum of fifty percent (50%) of 
the size of the words “Wood Wind”. The sign area shall not exceed 
sixty (60) square feet in area, six (6) feet in height, or twenty-five 
(25) feet in width. 

B. Temporary Signage: The design objectives of Article 6.17, K., 2., shall be 
replaced with the following: 

1. Construction Signs:  Signs advertising construction projects, 
provided that such Signs shall not exceed sixty-four (64) square 
feet per face, are placed wholly on the subject property, do not 
exceed ten (10) feet in height, are limited to a maximum of one (1) 
sign per Street Frontage per area, and shall be removed at the end 
of construction.  For the purposes of this section, the construction 
project and the subject property shall include all areas within the 
District.  

C. Builder / Developer Directional Signs On-Site:  The design objectives of 
6.17, K, 5., f., 3. shall be replaced with the following: 

1. Installation: Signs shall be erected in the development and may be 
located along project frontages on Town Road and at 
neighborhood entry points. 
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7.4 Multi-Family Area – Specific Architectural Standards:  All new buildings 
within the Multi-family Area shall comply with the provisions of Article 6.3, E., 
except as modified by the following: 

A. General Design Goals: 

1. Multi-Family Buildings shall demonstrate the general principles of 
good design including but not limited to those dealing with form, 
mass, scale, detail, materials, and colors. 

2. The form or shape of structures should avoid monotonous 
unbroken planes or unrelieved repetition of shape. Visual interest 
and shadow can be created by offsetting planes with a variety of 
depths.  Roof form is also a key element to achieve desirable form.  
Buildings shall avoid long, monotonous, uninterrupted walls or 
roof planes. No wall shall have a blank uninterrupted length 
exceeding sixty (60) feet without a minimum two (2) foot 
recess or bump-out change in plane.  

3. Buildings shall also incorporate at least two (2) architectural 
elements such as gables, chimneys, balconies, changes in wall 
plane or other architectural elements on any facade that faces a 
walkway or is visible from any public street or circulation 
drive. 

4. Overhangs of sufficient depth and in proportion to the façade 
height can also be important to roof form and for shadow play. 

5. Structures shall not be of such mass that it dominates its 
surroundings or adjacent development. Architectural form and 
detailing must be used to reduce the appearance of the mass of the 
structure. 

6. Clean, simple, appropriate details are desirable while excessive 
ornamentation is to be avoided. Details should be consistent with 
the design concept for the entire structure. Their purpose should be 
to provide visual interest, human scale, and architectural interest. 
Window openings must be in proportion to the façade or façade 
element and have a unified relationship in overall design.  

7. All materials should be high quality, durable materials, suitable for 
the environment. A variety of compatible contrasting textures 
should be used to provide visual interest. Single material façades 
are generally not appropriate. Materials should be arranged in 
logical fashion, lighter above heavier, and in relationship to other 
materials in terms of percentage, not equal or dominating.  
Acceptable materials include glass, cultured stone, stucco, brick 
and wood/ wood composite. Exterior entrances should be 
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clearly defined and visible by using distinct materials. 

8. The overall exterior color scheme must be selected to be 
harmonious with the neighborhood and blend with the natural 
surroundings of the site. Colors shall not be used to cause the 
structure to stand out from others or its background, and shall not 
include the use of high intensity colors. Consideration must be 
given to the compatibility of colors with those existing in the 
vicinity.  

9. Mechanicals should be hidden from view. Accessory structures 
should be compatible with principle structures in terms of 
character, roof shape, building material, color, and architectural 
detail.  

10. Buildings shall be constructed substantially in accordance with 
the Character Exhibits contained in Exhibit C-10 - Multi-Family 
Area General Design Goals. 

B. Building Exterior: 

All multi-family buildings, shall be constructed with building materials as 
follows: 

1. Exterior 

a. Minimum. of 85% masonry on all sides for one-story 
buildings 

b. 100% masonry on all sides of first story of 2-story 
buildings 

c. 100% masonry first story, 40% on all other stories of 
buildings over 2-story 

d. Two (2) Different Materials 

a.  A minimum of two (2) different materials shall be 
utilized for building exteriors, with no less than 
10% of the secondary material, including: 

i. Wood or wood composite siding 

ii. Stucco 

e. Vinyl siding and aluminum siding shall be prohibited, 
except for window cladding and decorative shutters 

f. Patio and balconies must remain open and not be enclosed 
after occupancy. 
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g. Patios fronting on, and level with, a public street shall be 
shielded with material compatible with the architectural 
character of the project or with shrubs. 

h. A minimum of two different colors shall be used for 
building exteriors, with a maximum of 3. 

i. Window grids on all operable non-casement windows on 
all elevations. 

j. Chimney chases must be enclosed. 

k. Any side elevation windows shall be treated by shutters, 
decorative header or surround, where appropriate. 

C. Roof Articulation 

1. Structures shall not have flat roofs, and shall use of traditional 
roof forms including, but not limited to gables, hips and dormers. 

2. All roof pitches should be 5/12 minimum, exclusive of porches, 
bump- outs, or dormers.  A roof pitch of 4/12 may be allowed with 
a minimum 24” roof overhang.  Shed roofs (single-plane pitched 
roofs) are permitted only when the ridge is attached to an exterior 
wall of a building, and shall conform to pitch requirements.  

D. Parking 

Garages and perimeter carports shall be constructed with compatible 
architectural treatment with other site elements, including pitched roofs, 
enclosed gables and roof materials that match the main buildings. The 
number of required parking spaces shall comply with the City of 
Westfield standards. 

E. Landscaping 

Landscaping requirements shall conform to the overall City of Westfield 
standards. 

F. Amenities and Screening 

Storage areas, air conditioning compressors, loading areas, roof objects, 
trash containers, satellite dishes larger than twenty-four (24) inches in 
diameter, utility boxes, and maintenance facilities shall either be housed in 
closed buildings or otherwise screened from view from public streets. 
Such screening shall include landscaping or permanent fences or solid 
materials. 
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7.5 Commercial Area – Specific Architectural Standards: All buildings within the 
Commercial Area shall comply with the provisions of Artcle 6.3, F., except as 
modified by the following: 

A. General Design Goals: The development of the commercial area at the 
northwest corner of 146th Street and Towne Road is intended to establish 
a mixed-use area that provides an attractive development appropriate to 
the vicinity and the community.  

In order to add architectural interest and variety, avoid the effect of a 
single, long or massive wall, and establish high quality attractive 
structures, the following general standards shall apply: 

1. On buildings along Towne Road or 146th Street, no wall that faces 
either of these two streets shall have a blank, uninterrupted length 
exceeding thirty (30) feet without including one of the following: 
change in plane, change in height, change in texture or masonry 
pattern; doors, windows, faux windows, trellis' with vines, or an 
equivalent element that subdivides the wall into human scale 
proportions. 

2. Side or rear walls along designated walkways may incorporate the 
use of false windows and door openings defined by frames, sills 
and lintels, or similarly proportioned modulations of the wall to 
break up the facade to meet the above mentioned requirements.  

3. All sides of the building shall include design characteristics 
perceived to be generally consistent with those on the front. 
Buildings along Towne Road or 146th Street shall have side and 
rear facades that are of the same materials as the front elevation. 

4. Drive-thru facilities and Fueling Stations. On parcels adjacent to 
the 146th Street or Towne Road right-of-way line (and also 
including parcels where the parcel line may not be immediately 
adjacent to the 146th Street or Towne Road right-of-way line, but 
such parcel line is located in such a manner that no significant 
structures can reasonably be constructed between the parcel and 
the 146th Street or Towne Road right-of-way line) the following 
standards shall apply: 

a. Drive-thru windows and lanes shall not be permitted 
between the right-of-way line of 146th Street or Towne 
Road and the side of a structure that is nearest to said right-
of-way. 
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b.  Vehicular fuel pumps and canopies shall be located at least 
thirty (30) feet farther away from the 146th Street or Towne 
Road right-of-way line than the elevation of the primary 
structure, to which the fuel pumps or canopies are 
appurtenant or associated, that is nearest to said right-of-
way line. 

5. Buildings (other than buildings located upon outlets) along Towne 
Road or 146th Street shall appear (at a minimum) as one and one-
half (1 - 1/2) stories from the front and sides. The minimum height 
for the front facade of any building (facing either Town Road or 
146th Street) shall be twenty (20) feet, either at the roofline or at 
the top of the parapet wall. Minimum heights for other sides of the 
buildings shall be eighteen (18) feet, either at the roofline or at the 
top of the parapet wall. 

B. Building Base, Body, and Cap:  All architectural elevations of Principal 
Buildings shall consist of a base, a body, and a cap.  

1. Base: Building materials that are used to accentuate the transition 
from grade to a height consistent with requirements in this section. 
(e.g., materials different from those used in the body of the 
building – such as textured concrete masonry; or designs to 
accentuate materials used in the body of the building – such as 
brick rowlocks or soldier courses.)  

2. Body: Building materials and designs that make up the main 
proportion of the building (should be approximately 80% of the 
vertical height of the facade, but will vary in relationship to overall 
design character of each individual building). 

3. Cap: Building materials that are used to accentuate the transition 
from the body to the top of the building, consistent with the 
requirements in this section. (For instance, a cornice, crown mold, 
eave or a sloped roof structure designs.) 

a.  The base shall occupy the lowest portion of the elevation, 
and shall have a height no less than five percent (5%) of the 
average wall height. 

b.  The body shall occupy the middle portion of the elevation, 
and shall have a height no less than fifty percent (50%) of 
the average wall height. 

c.  The cap shall occupy the highest portion of the elevation, 
excluding the roof, and shall have a height no less than five 
percent (5%) of the average wall height. 
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d.  The cap shall consist of at least one of the following 
architectural features: a cornice, parapet, awning, canopy, 
sloped roof or eaves. 

e.  The base and cap shall be clearly distinguishable from the 
body through changes in color, material, pattern, profile, or 
texture. 

1. Materials:  Predominant exterior building materials must be of 
high quality, and be aesthetically pleasing and compatible with 
materials used in adjoining neighborhoods within and outside of 
the Development. The following are permitted:  

a.  Building Body: Wood, brick, architectural cast stone, 
Quick-Brick (rear wall elevations only), EIFS (Synthetic 
Stucco), decorative tiles, and limestone shall be permitted 
as siding materials for the body of the building. 

b.  Building Base: Brick, architectural cast stone, limestone or 
textured concrete masonry units (Quick-Brick or Split 
Faced Units) shall be permitted as base finish materials. 

c.  Building Cap: Brick, architectural cast stone, limestone, 
textured concrete block, wood, metal coping or applied 
materials such as EIFS (Synthetic Stucco) or other 
synthetic materials (i.e. "Fypon") are examples of materials 
permitted for the building cap. Vinyl siding and aluminum 
siding shall be prohibited. 

2. Facade Colors:  The use of low reflectance, subtle, red brick, or 
earth tone colors as the predominant colors on the facade is 
generally acceptable. The use of high intensity colors, metallic 
colors, fluorescent colors or black as the predominant facade color 
would have to be reviewed by the Director on a case-by-case basis. 
However, building trim and accent areas may feature black or 
brighter colors, including primary colors, but the use of neon 
tubing as a feature for building trim or accent area is not permitted. 

3. Roofs:  In order to reduce the massive size of large structures, flat 
roofs should be enhanced through the utilization of parapets. The 
roof treatment should harmonize with the character of the 
surrounding residential character and zoning of the area and with 
the designs of the buildings adjacent to the structure. Building 
walls, parapets, and/or roof systems shall be designed to conceal 
all roof-mounted mechanical equipment from all sides in the 
elevation view. Mechanical equipment shall be screened from 
view, at five (5) feet above ground level. 

a.  Permitted roof styles shall include gable, mansard, and hip 
roofs. Flat roofs are permitted if sufficiently disguised 
through the use of parapet walls. 
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b.  The height of any pitched roof shall not exceed one-half 
(1/2) of the overall building height.  

c.  Permitted materials for pitched roofs include wood, slate, 
fiberglass reinforced asphalt 3 D roof shingles, and 
standing seam or terned metal. Other roof materials shall 
require specific approval by the Director on a case-by-case 
basis. 

d.  Flat canopies (such as those associated with convenience 
stores with gasoline sales) must be designed in such a 
manner to create a strong association with the building 
itself. 

4. Additional Outlot Buildings Guidelines:  

a. Retail buildings with less than 8,000 leasable square feet 
should be oriented closer to Towne Road or 146th Street, 
subject to a 75' building setback line as measured from the 
improved rights-of-way. 

b. Sidewalks in front of buildings should be no less than 5 feet 
in width. 
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Section 8. Infrastructure Standards.  The District’s infrastructure shall comply with 
Chapter 7: Subdivision Regulations and Chapter 8: Design Standards of the 
Unified Development Ordinance and the City’s Construction Standards, 
unless otherwise indicated below in the Chart: Subdivision Design Standards 
or approved by the Plan Commission or Department of Public Works in 
consideration to the unique design intent of the District.   

Chart:  Subdivision Design Standards 

Description Standard 

Block Standard Not Applicable 

Local Street R/W Width 50' 

Local Street Pavement Width  
(curb back-to-back) 

28' Back-to-Back 

Cul‐de‐Sac R/W Width Varies (See Concept Plan) 

Cul‐de‐Sac Pavement Width  
(diameter of circle) 

Varies (See Concept Plan) 

Cul‐de‐Sac Island 
All Cul‐de‐Sacs Contain 

Islands 

Cul‐de‐Sac Maximum Length Varies (See Concept Plan) 

Minimum Centerline Radius 190' 

Sidewalk Location Varies (See Concept Plan) 

Minimum Distance Between Sidewalk and 
Back of Curb 

When present, 5' 

Centerline Tangents Between Reverse Curves None 

Minimum Curb Radius at Entrances 30' 

Unique Street/Intersection Geometry Varies (See Concept Plan) 

Intersection Driveway Locations Varies (See Concept Plan) 
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Section 9. Design Standards.  The standards of Chapter 8: Design Standards shall apply to 
the development of the District, except as otherwise modified below.  

9.1 Modified Design Standards for District: 

A. Article 8.1 - Block Standards.  The design requirements of Article 8.1 
regarding the maximum length of a block in a single-family residential 
Subdivision shall not be applicable to District due to the curvilinear nature 
of the proposed street pattern. 

B. Article 8.6, F., 3. Open Space and Development Amenity Improvements.  
The requirements of Section 8.6, F., shall be replaced with the following: 

1. The Wood Wind Golf Course open space and amenity shall be 
partially redesigned, modernized and upgraded.  Other than 
temporary closures required to implement such redesign, 
modernizing and upgrades, or to provide for other project 
developments, the golf course and amenity shall remain open and 
available to the public throughout the development of the District. 

2. Other open spaces, such as common areas, open space or pocket 
parks in Areas 3, 4 or 5, as depicted on the Concept Plan, shall be 
developed and development amenities in such areas shall be 
installed prior to the issuance of a Building Permit for more than 
fifty percent (50%) of the Lots within the Secondary Plat section in 
which the Common Area, Open Space or pocket park is located. 

3. The major amenity area located north of 161st Street shall be 
constructed in two phases.   

a. Phase 1 will include the swimming pools (lap pool, resort pool, 
kiddie pool) and associated bath house (restrooms and 
showers).  Construction of Phase 1 amenities shall commence 
at or prior to issuance of the 75th single family building permit, 
but not earlier than October 31, 2018, and be completed within 
one year. 

b. Phase 2 will include the amenity center which will include a 
sport court/multi purpose room and fitness center and tennis 
courts, basketball courts and a playground.  Construction of 
Phase 2 amenities shall commence at or prior to issuance of the 
160th single family building permit, but not earlier than 
October 31, 2019, and be completed within one year. 
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C. Article 8.7, C., 2. Internal Pedestrian Network Standards.  The sidewalk 
requirement along both sides of all internal street shall be replaced with the 
following: 

1. The pedestrian network shall be developed in substantial compliance 
with the sidewalks, trails and pathways depicted on the Concept Plan. 

D. Article 8.9, Street and Right-of-Way Standards.  See Section 8  
Infrastructure Standards, above.  
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ALL OF WHICH IS ORDAINED/RESOLVED THIS ## DAY OF ________, 2016. 

WESTFIELD CITY COUNCIL 

Voting For        Voting Against  Abstain  

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Jim Ake    Jim Ake   Jim Ake 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
James J. Ewards   Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Steven Hoover    Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Robert L. Horkay   Robert L. Horkay  Robert L. Horkay 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Mark F. Keen    Mark F. Keen   Mark F. Keen 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Charles Lehman   Charles Lehman  Charles Lehman 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Cindy L. Spoljaric   Cindy L. Spoljaric  Cindy L. Spoljaric 

ATTEST: 

 

__________________________ 
Cindy Gossard, Clerk Treasurer 
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I hereby certify that ORDINANCE 16-27 was delivered to the Mayor of Westfield  

on the _______ day of _________, 2016, at _______ ____ m. 

 

__________________________  
Cindy Gossard, Clerk-Treasurer 

 

 

 

I hereby APPROVE ORDINANCE 16-27 
this ______ day of ___________, 2016. 

 

 

__________________________ 
J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 

I hereby VETO ORDINANCE 16-27 
this ______ day of _________, 2016. 

 

 

__________________________ 
J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document prepared by:   

Joseph M. Scimia, Partner, Ice Miller LLP, One American Square, Suite 2900, Indianapolis, IN 
46282-0200; and, 

Eugene Valanzano, Senior Land Use Consultant, Faegre Baker Daniels, 600 E. 96th Street, Suite 
600, Indianapolis, IN  46240 
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SCHEDULE OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A Real Estate 

Exhibit A-1 – Area Map  

Exhibit A-2 – Parcel Ownership List 

Exhibit A-3 – Legal Description 

Exhibit B Concept Plan 

Exhibit C Character Exhibits 

 Exhibit C-1 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 1  

Exhibit C-2 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 2 

Exhibit C-3 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 3 

Exhibit C-4 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 4 

Exhibit C-5 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 5 

Exhibit C-6 – Illustrative Garage Door Treatments  

Exhibit C-7 – Pulte Homes Monotony Code Graphic 

Exhibit C-8 – Buffer Yards 

Exhibit C-8-A – Buffer Yard Type A 

Exhibit C-8-B – Buffer Yard Type B 

Exhibit C-8-C – Buffer Yard Type C 

Exhibit C-8-D – Buffer Yard Type D 

Exhibit C-9 – Perimeter Lots Subject to Architectural Standards 

Exhibit C-10 – Multi-Family Area General Design Goals 
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EXHIBIT A 

REAL ESTATE 
 

Exhibit A-1 – Area Map (Amended) 
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Exhibit A-2 – Parcel Ownership List (Amended) 
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Exhibit A-3 – Legal Description (Amended) 

 

Bent Tree Parcel (from Instrument #2011005626): 

Part of the west half of the Northwest Quarter and the Southwest Quarter of Section 9, 
Township 18 North, Range 3 East of the Second Principal Meridian, Washington Township, 
Hamilton County, and being more particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at the southwest corner of the Southwest Quarter of Section 9; thence North 00 
degrees 00 minutes 00 seconds East (an assumed bearing) along the West line of said 
Southwest Quarter a distance of 2632.22 feet to the northwest corner of said Southwest 
Quarter, also being the southwest corner of the west half of the Northwest Quarter of said 
Section 9; thence North 00 degrees 05 minutes 27 seconds West along the west line of said 
west half a distance of 1549.77 feet; thence North 89 degrees 41 minutes 48 seconds East 
700.59 feet; thence North 00 degrees 10 minutes 40 seconds East 1084.10 feet to the north 
line of said west half; North 89 degrees 34 minutes 29 seconds East along the north line of 
said west half a distance of 651.69 feet to the northeast corner of said west half; thence 
South 00 degrees 07 minutes 29 seconds East along the east line of said west half a distance 
of 2631.54 feet to the southeast corner of said west half, also being on the north line of the 
Southwest Quarter of said Section 9; thence North 89 degrees 32 minutes 31 seconds East 
along said north line 101.06 feet; thence South 00 degrees 27 minutes 29 seconds East 
495.00 feet; thence North 89 degrees 32 minutes 31 seconds East 685.00 feet; thence North 
00 degrees 27 minutes 29 seconds West 495 feet to the north line of said Southwest Quarter; 
thence North 89 degrees 32 minutes 31 seconds East along said north line 572.87 feet to the 
northeast corner of said Southwest Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 02 minutes 26 seconds 
East along the east line of said Southwest Quarter 2627.24 feet to the southeast corner of 
said Southwest Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 26 minutes 14 seconds West along the 
south line of said Southwest Quarter a distance of 2719.77 feet to the Point of Beginning. 

EXCEPT: 

A part of the Southwest Quarter of Section 9, Township 18 North, Range 3 East of the 
Second Principal Meridian, Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, and being 
described as follows: 

Commencing at the northwest corner of said Southwest Quarter; thence North 89 degrees 32 
minutes 31 seconds East (an assumed bearing) along the north line of said Southwest 
Quarter a distance of 2145.00 feet to the Point of Beginning; thence continue North 89 
degrees 32 minutes 31 seconds East along said north line 320.47 feet; thence South 00 
degrees 02 minutes 24 seconds East parallel with the east line of said Southwest Quarter a 
distance of 324.21 feet; thence South 61 degrees 18 minutes 36 seconds West 361.06 feet to 
the southeasterly corner of a tract of land conveyed to Sarah Jane Brigham, recorded as 
Instrument No. 9609647425 in the Office of the Recorder of Hamilton County; thence North 
00 degrees 27 minutes 29 seconds West along the easterly line of said Brigham tract 495.00 
feet to the Point of Beginning. 
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ALSO EXCEPT: 

Part of the west half of the Northwest Quarter of Section 9, Township 18 North, Range 3 
East of the Second Principal Meridian, Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, 
and described as follows: 

Commencing at the northwest corner of said west half; thence North 89 degrees 34 minutes 
29 seconds East (an assumed bearing) along the north line of said West half a distance of 
705.68 feet to the Point of Beginning; thence continue North 89 degrees 34 minutes 29 
seconds East along said north line 651.69 feet to the northeast corner of said west half; 
thence South 00 degrees 07 minutes 29 seconds East along the east line of said west half a 
distance of 500.00 feet; thence South 89 degrees 34 minutes 29 seconds West parallel with 
the north line of said west half a distance of 654.33 feet to the easterly line of a Classified 
Forest as described in Miscellaneous Record Book 157, page 42 as recorded in the Office of 
the Hamilton County Recorder, thence North 00 degrees 10 minutes 40 seconds East along 
the east line of said Forest, a distance of 500 feet to the Point of Beginning. 

 

Brigham Parcel (Parcel 2 of Instrument #9609647425): 

A part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 9, Township 18 North, 
Range 3 East, located in Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, being more 
specifically described as follows: 

BEGINNING at a point on the North line of the Northwest Quarter of Section 9, Township 
18 North, Range 3 East, said POINT OF BEGINNING being the Northeast corner of a 3.52 
acre tract described in Deed Record 132, Page 140 and 278.00 feet East of the Northwest 
corner of said Northwest Quarter; thence Easterly 442 feet more or less on and along the 
North line of said Northwest Quarter; thence Southerly 1075 feet more or less; thence 
Westerly 710 feet more or less to the West line of said Northwest Quarter; thence Northerly 
541 feet more or less, on and along the West line of said Northwest Quarter to the 
Southwest corner of said 3.52 acre tract, said Southwest corner being South 528.8 feet of the 
Northwest corner of said Northwest Quarter; thence Easterly 294.6 feet on and along the 
South line of said 3.52 acre tract to its Southeast corner thereof, said Southeast corner being 
294.0 feet East of the West line of said Northwest Quarter; thence Northerly 544.6 feet on 
and along the East line of said 3.52, acre tract to the POINT OF BEGINNING. Containing 
14 acres more or less, being subject to all applicable easements and rights-of-way of record. 

 

BCE Parcels (description from survey): 

A part of the Northwest Quarter of Section 16 and a part of the Northeast Quarter of Section 
17, all in Township 18 North, Range 3 East, in Washington Township, Hamilton County, 
Indiana, being more particularly described as follows: 
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BEGINNING at an Iron pin marking the Southeast corner of the Northeast Quarter of said 
Section 17; thence South 89 degrees 26 minutes 39 seconds West (bearings based on the 
Indiana State Plane Coordinate System, East Zone, NAD 83, CORS 96) along the South line 
thereof a distance of 1322.16 feet to a 5/8 inch rebar marking the Southwest corner of the 
East Half of said Northeast Quarter; thence North 00 degrees 19 minutes 45 seconds East 
along the West line thereof a distance of 1314.62 feet to a 5/8 inch capped rebar marked 
"C2LS Firm #0035" marking the Southeast corner of the Northwest Quarter of said 
Northeast Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 15 minutes 25 seconds West along the South 
line thereof a distance of 660.10 feet to the Southwest corner of the East Half of the 
Northwest Quarter of said Northeast Quarter; thence North 00 degrees 22 minutes 24 
seconds East along the West line thereof a distance of 1312.48 feet to the Northwest corner 
of the East Half of the Northwest Quarter of said Northeast Quarter; thence North 89 
degrees 04 minutes 09 seconds East along the North line thereof a distance of 851.39 feet to 
a 5/8 inch capped rebar marked "C2LS Firm #0035" marking the Northwest corner of a tract 
of land described in Instrument Number 2012070185 in the Office of the Recorder of 
Hamilton County, Indiana; thence South 00 degrees 14 minutes 27 seconds West along the 
West line thereof a distance of 623.92 feet to a 5/8 inch capped rebar marked "C2LS Firm 
#0035" marking the Southwest corner of said tract; thence North 89 degrees 04 minutes 09 
seconds East along the South line thereof a distance of 1126.00 feet to a "Mag" nail marking 
the Southeast corner of said tract, said point also being on the East line of said Northeast 
Quarter; thence North 00 degrees 14 minutes 27 seconds East along the East line thereof a 
distance of 108.92 feet to the "Mag" nail marking the Southwest corner of a tract of land 
described in Instrument Number 2015038724 in said Recorder's Office; thence North 89 
degrees 43 minutes 41 seconds East along the South line thereof a distance of 315.00 feet to 
the Southeast corner of said tract; thence North 00 degrees 14 minutes 27 seconds East 
along the East line thereof and along the East line of a tract of land described in Instrument 
Number 200200059827 in said Recorder's Office a distance of 515.00 feet to a Railroad 
spike marking the Northeast corner of said tract, said point also being on the North line of 
said Northwest Quarter; thence North 89 degrees 43 minutes 41 seconds East along the 
North line thereof a distance of 1044.79 feet to the Northeast corner of the Northwest 
Quarter of said Northwest Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 17 minutes 57 seconds West 
along the East line thereof a distance of 1316.87 feet to a 5/8 inch rebar marking the 
Northwest corner of the Southeast Quarter of said Northwest Quarter; thence North 89 
degrees 38 minutes 28 seconds East along the North line thereof a distance of 679.23 feet to 
the Northeast corner of the West Half of the Southeast Quarter of said Northwest Quarter; 
thence South 00 degrees 19 minutes 43 seconds West along the East line thereof a distance 
of 1315.85 feet to a Railroad spike marking the Southeast corner of the West Half of the 
Southeast Quarter of said Northwest Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 33 minutes 16 
seconds West along the South line of said Northwest Quarter a distance of 2035.71 feet to 
the POINT OF BEGINNING.  Containing 182.550 acres, more or less. 

Koss Family (from Quit Claim Deeds #9251631 and #9300783): 

Part of the Northwest Quarter of Section 17, Township 18 North, Range 3 East, Hamilton 
County, Indiana, and being more particularly described as follows: Beginning at the 
Northwest corner of said quarter section; thence North 89 degrees 28 minutes 08 seconds 
East along the North line of said quarter section, 2655.27 feet to the Northeast corner 
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thereof; thence South 0 degrees 13 minutes 42 seconds West along the East line of said 
quarter section 1383.32 feet; thence South 88 degrees 51 minutes 21 seconds West 643.22 
feet; thence North 0 degrees 12 minutes 06 seconds West 919.39 feet; thence South 89 
degrees 38 minutes 09 seconds West 1360.14 feet; thence North 89 degrees 28 minutes 09 
seconds West 643.23 feet to the West line of said quarter section; thence North 0 degrees 00 
minutes 00 seconds East along said west line, 454.85 feet to the point of beginning and 
containing 42.069 acres, more or less. Subject to right of way for Shelbourne Road off the 
entire West side thereof and all other legal easements and rights of way of record. 

 

Koss Parents (Parcel II of Instrument #9709702004): 

The West Half of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section Seventeen (17), 
Township Eighteen (18) North, Range Three (3) East in Hamilton County, Indiana, 
containing Twenty (20) acres, more or less. 

 

Murphy Parcels (from Instrument #9909901082): 

26.5 ACRES OFF AND ALONG THE ENTIRE SOUTH SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING 
DESCRIBED TRACT OF REAL ESTATE: BEGIN AT A STONE 181 FEET EAST OF 
THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 9, 
TOWNSHIP 18 NORTH, RANGE 3 EAST AND RUN WEST 1539.4 FEET TO THE 
NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE EAST HALF OF SAID QUARTER SECTION, 
THENCE SOUTH TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER 
OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION, THENCE EAST 1538.46 FEET 
TO A STONE, THENCE NORTH 1317.50 FEET TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, 
CONTAINING 46.5 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, IN HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA. 

ALSO: 

PART OF THE SOUTH HALF OF THE NORTH HALF OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 18 
NORTH, RANGE 3 EAST, AS FOLLOWS: BEGIN AT A STONE AT THE SOUTHWEST 
CORNER OF THE EAST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 
9, AND RUN NORTH ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID EAST HALF OF NORTHWEST 
QUARTER TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE 
NORTHWEST QUARTER, EAST 1538.46 FEET TO A STONE, THENCE SOUTH 1317.5 
FEET TO A STONE ON SOUTH LINE OF SAID EAST HALF, THENCE WEST 1537.5 
FEET TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 46.80 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, 
IN WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA. 

EXCEPT: 

PART OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 18 NORTH, 
RANGE 3 EAST IN HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA, MORE PARTICULARLY 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
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BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID QUARTER SECTION 
BEING SOUTH 90 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST (ASSUMED 
BEARING) 84.51 FEET FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER THEREOF; THENCE 
CONTINUE SOUTH 90 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID 
SOUTH LINE, 332.52 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 
SECONDS EAST 393.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 90 DEGREES 00 SECONDS EAST, 
PARALLEL WITH SAID SOUTH LINE, 332.52 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 0 DEGREES 
00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST 393.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

 

Schreiber Parcel (from Instrument #19909955060 and 2016013973): 

The southeast quarter of Section Seventeen (17), Township Eighteen (18) North of Range 
Three (3) East, containing 160 acres in Hamilton County, Indiana. 

EXCEPTING THEREFROM: 

Part of the Southeast Quarter of Section 17, Township 18 North, Range 3 East in 
Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, described as follows: 

Beginning on the South line of the Southeast Quarter of Section 17, Township 18 North, 
Range 3 East 1594.71 feet South 89 degrees 34 minutes 02 seconds West (assumed bearing) 
from the Southeast corner of said Southeast Quarter; thence North 00 degrees 00 minutes 00 
seconds parallel with the East line of said Southeast Quarter 1297.67 feet; thence North 88 
degrees 19 minutes 21 seconds West 281.26 feet; thence South 00 degrees 00 minutes 00 
seconds parallel with said East line 1308.02 feet to the South line of said Southeast Quarter; 
thence North 89 degrees 34 minutes 02 seconds East on said South line 281.15 feet to the 
place of beginning, containing in said exception 8.409 acres, more or less. 

FURTHER EXCEPTING THEREFROM: 

Part of the Southeast Quarter of Section 17, Township 18 North, Range 3 East in 
Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, described as follows: 

Beginning at a point on the South line of said quarter section being South 89 degrees 34 
minutes 02 seconds West 1094.71 feet from the Southeast corner thereof; thence South 89 
degrees 34 minutes 02 seconds West along said South line 500.00 feet; thence North 0 
degrees 00 minutes 00 seconds East, parallel with the East line of said quarter section, 
1297.67 feet; thence North 88 degrees 19 minutes 21 seconds West 281.26 feet; thence 
North 0 degrees 00 minutes 00 seconds East, parallel with said East line, 1001.80 feet; 
thence North 89 degrees 34 minutes 02 seconds East, parallel with said South line, 591.13 
feet; thence South 0 degrees 48 minutes 59 seconds West 665.56 feet; thence North 89 
degrees 34 minutes 02 seconds East, parallel with said South line, 383.41 feet; thence South 
0 degrees 00 minutes 00 seconds West, parallel with said East line, 406.32 feet; thence 
South 89 degrees 34 minutes 02 seconds West, parallel with said South line, 183.90 feet; 
thence South 0 degrees 00 minutes 00 seconds West, parallel with said East line, 1238.09 
feet to the point of beginning and containing in said exception 31.752 acres, more or less. 
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FURTHER EXCEPTING THEREFROM: 

Part of the Southeast Quarter of Section 17, Township 18 North, Range 3 East in 
Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, described as follows: 

That area south of a utility line easement, which generally runs diagonally southwest to 
northeast, and is adjacent to the western property line of Jack M. and Elizabeth B. Miller, 
extending southward to the south line of said Section, containing approximately 24.00+/- 
acres. 

FURTHER EXCEPTING THEREFROM: 

A part of the Southeast Quarter of Section 17, Township 18 North, Range 3 East, Hamilton 
County, Indiana, and being that part of the grantor's land lying within the right of way lines, 
described as follows:  

Beginning at the southeast corner of said section, designated as point "218" on said plat; 
thence South 89 degrees 07 minutes 09 seconds West 1,094.71 feet along the south line of 
said section to a southwest corner of the grantor's land; thence North 0 degrees 26 minutes 
51 seconds West 252.44 feet along a west line of the grantor's land; thence North 89 degrees 
12 minutes 12 seconds East 409.99 feet to point "301" designated on said plat; thence North 
72 degrees 30 minutes 15 seconds East 52.20 feet to point "302" designated on said plat; 
thence North 89 degrees 12 minutes 12 seconds East 75.00 feet to point "303" designated on 
said plat; thence South 74 degrees 05 minutes 51 seconds East 52.20 feet to point "304" 
designated on said plat; thence South 88 degrees 59 minutes 34 seconds East 95.30 feet to 
point "305" designated on said plat; thence Northeasterly 226.88 feet along an arc to the left 
and having a radius of 145.00 feet and subtended by a long chord having a bearing of North 
44 degrees 22 minutes 40 seconds East and a length of 204.44 feet to point "306" designated 
on said plat; thence North 3 degrees 29 minutes 50 seconds West 93.98 feet to point "307" 
designated on said plat; thence Northeasterly 345.58 feet along an arc to the right and 
having a radius of 220.00 feet and subtended by a long chord having a bearing of North 44 
degrees 33 minutes 09 seconds East and a length of 311.13 feet to point "308" designated on 
said plat; thence North 89 degrees 33 minutes 09 seconds East 5.32 feet to point "309" 
designated on said plat; thence North 0 degrees 26 minutes 51 seconds West 45.85 feet to 
point "310" designated on said plat; thence North 89 degrees 33 minutes 09 seconds East 
50.00 feet to the east line of said section; thence South 0 degrees 26 minutes 51 seconds 
East 750.00 feet along said east line to the point of beginning and containing 9.119 acres, 
more or less, inclusive of the presently existing right-of-way which contains 0.446 acres, 
more or less. 

ALSO, 

TOGETHER with the permanent extinguishment of all rights and easements of ingress and 
egress to, from, and across the limited access facility (to be known as 146th Street and as 
Project No. 1383157) to and from the grantor's abutting lands described as follows:  

Beginning at a point on the south line of said section South 89 degrees 07 minutes 09 
seconds West 118.94 feet from the southeast corner of said section, said southeast corner 
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being designated as point "218" on said plat; thence North 38 degrees 49 minutes 15 
seconds West 39.35 feet to point "315" designated on said plat; thence South 89 degrees 12 
minutes 12 seconds West 951.33 feet to a west line of the grantor's land and the point of 
terminus. Also, together with the permanent extinguishment of all rights and easements of 
ingress and egress to, from, and across said limited access facility to and from the grantor's 
abutting lands along the lines depicted on the attached Right of Way Parcel Plat, marked 
EXHIBIT "B", described as follows: Commencing at the southeast corner of said section, 
designated as point "218" on said plat; thence South 89 degrees 07 minutes 09 seconds West 
1,094.71 feet along the south line of said Section to a southwest corner of the grantor's land; 
thence North 0 degrees 26 minutes 51 seconds West 182.44 feet along a west line of the 
grantor's land to the point of beginning of this description: thence North 89 degrees 12 
minutes 12 seconds East 950.41 feet to point "312" designated on said plat; thence North 42 
degrees 05 minutes 37 seconds East 95.07 feet to point "313" designated on said plat; thence 
North 0 degrees 26 minutes 51 seconds West 300.00 feet to point "314" designated on said 
plat and the point of terminus. This restriction shall be a covenant running with the land and 
shall be binding on all successors in title to the said abutting lands. 

ALSO INCLUDED: 

The Southwest quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section Seventeen (17), Township 
Eighteen (18) North, Range Three (3) East, containing 40 acres, more or less, in Hamilton 
County. 

ALSO INCLUDED: 

The East half of the Southwest quarter of Section Seventeen (17), Township Eighteen (18) 
North, Range Three (3) East, containing 80 acres in Hamilton County, Indiana. 

EXCEPTING THEREFROM: 

Part of the Southeast Quarter of Section 17, Township 18 North, Range 3 East in 
Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, described as follows: 

That area south of a utility line easement, which generally runs diagonally southwest to 
northeast, extending southward to the south line of said Section, containing approximately 
18.00+/- acres. 

ALSO INCLUDED: 

7 1/2 acres off the East side of thirty acres off of the North end of the West half of the 
Southwest quarter of Section Seventeen (17), Township Eighteen (18) North, Range Three 
(3) East, Hamilton County, Indiana. 
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EXHIBIT B 

CONCEPT PLAN (Amended) 
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EXHIBIT C 

CHARACTER EXHIBITS 

 

Exhibit C-1 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 1  

Exhibit C-2 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 2 

Exhibit C-3 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 3 

Exhibit C-4 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 4 

Exhibit C-5 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 5 

Exhibit C-6 – Illustrative Garage Door Treatments 

Exhibit C-7 – Pulte Homes Monotony Code Graphic 

Exhibit C-8 – Buffer Yards 

Exhibit C-8-A – Buffer Yard Type A 

Exhibit C-8-B – Buffer Yard Type B 

Exhibit C-8-C – Buffer Yard Type C 

Exhibit C-8-D – Buffer Yard Type D 

Exhibit C-9 – Perimeter Lots Subject to Architectural Standards 

Exhibit C-10 – Multi-Family Area General Design Goals 
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Exhibit C-1 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 1  
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Exhibit C-2 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 2 
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Exhibit C-3 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 3  
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Exhibit C-4 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 4  
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Exhibit C-4 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 4 (Continued) 
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Exhibit C-5 – Illustrative Front Elevations for Area 5 
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Exhibit C-6 - Illustrative Garage Door Treatments 

Standard Garage Doors:  Doors with Windows (no hardware) 
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Exhibit C-6 - Illustrative Garage Door Treatments (Continued) 

Decorative Garage Doors, Option #1:  Doors with Windows and Hardware 
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Exhibit C-6 - Illustrative Garage Door Treatments (Continued) 

Decorative Garage Doors, Option #2: Carriage Doors with Windows  
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Exhibit C-7 – Pulte Homes Monotony Code Graphic 
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Exhibit C-8 – Buffer Yards 

(See individual Areas on following pages) 
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Buffer Yards for Area 1 
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Buffer Yards for Area 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



WOOD WIND PUD District 
 

 
Page | 52 
2016/08/15 

Buffer Yards for Area 3 
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Buffer Yards for Area 4 
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Buffer Yards for Area 5 
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Exhibit C-8-A - Buffer Yard Type A 
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Exhibit C-8-B - Buffer Yard Type B 

 

 



WOOD WIND PUD District 
 

 
Page | 57 
2016/08/15 

Exhibit C-8-C - Buffer Yard Type C 
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Exhibit C-8-D - Buffer Yard Type D 
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Exhibit C-8-E – Column Elevation & Details 
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Exhibit C-9 – Perimeter Lots Subject to Architectural Standards 

 

Area 1 
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Area 2 
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Area 3 
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Area 4 
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Area 5 
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Exhibit C-10 - Multi-Family Area General Design Goals 

 

Changes in plane along the elevation provide interesting form, while architectural details provide 
visual appeal and human scale. (Apex on Preston Apartments, Louisville, KY) 

 

 

Well proportioned, quality materials provide the structure with substance and reduce the mass of 
the building, while well-placed and properly sized windows offer detailing and scale 

(Riverstone Apartments, Columbus, IN) 
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Exhibit C-10 - Multi-Family Area General Design Goals (Continued) 

 

Mixing two and three story elements reduce the scale of a large building.  A variety of roof 
forms lends form, while their deep overhangs provide shadow and scale. 

(Westhaven Apartment Homes, Zionsville, IN) 
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Docket Number:  1609-PUD-18 (Ordinance No. 16-34) 

Petitioner:   Heather Raymond by Perma Pools Corp. 

Request: An amendment to the Enclave and Springs Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) District to modify the minimum rear yard building setback line for 
a swimming pool from twenty-five (25) to fifteen (15) feet. 

Current Zoning:   The Enclave & Springs PUD District (Ordinance 13-16) 
 
Current Land Use:  Single Family Residential  

Zoning History:  1305-PUD-04, PUD District (Ord. 13-16) (10/14/13) 
 1401-SPP-02, Primary Plat (2/3/14) 
 1401-DP-03, Overall Development Plan (2/3/14) 
 1406-SFP-21, Secondary Plat (5/20/14) 
 16-P-012-556, Pool Permit – Pending 
 
Exhibits:   1. Staff Report 
    2. Location Map 
    3. Site Plan  
    4. PUD Development Standards Matrix 
    5. Amendment Ordinance 
           
Staff Reviewer:   Daine Crabtree, Associate Planner 

 

PETITION HISTORY 

This petition is scheduled to receive its public hearing at the September 6, 2016, Plan Commission 
meeting.   Subject to action by the Plan Commission, this petition is anticipated to be eligible for Council 
adoption at the September 12, 2016, Council meeting. 

 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

Public Hearing:  The petitioner is requesting an amendment to The Enclave and Springs PUD District 
Ordinance 13-16 (the “PUD Ordinance”) for the property located at 15807 Longship Court within The 
Springs at Viking Meadows subdivision, which is located on the northwest corner of 156th Street and Oak 
Ridge Road (see Exhibit 2). 

Amendment Request: The petitioner is requesting an amendment to modify the minimum rear yard 
building setback from twenty-five (25) to fifteen (15) feet to accommodate a proposed swimming pool 
(see Exhibit 3). 

Article 6.1(G)(3) Accessory Use and Building Standards requires that swimming pools “shall be required to 
meet the same minimum Building Setback Line as the Principal Building to which they are accessory”.  The 
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PUD Ordinance (Exhibit C of the PUD Ordinance attached as Exhibit 3) establishes the minimum rear yard 
building setback line as twenty-five (25) feet. 

The petitioner’s proposed swimming pool has a minimum rear yard setback of fifteen (15) feet.  As a 
result, this amendment is required in order to accommodate the proposed swimming pool because the 
property is located within a PUD District.  The proposed swimming pool does not encroach into any 
easements and would otherwise comply with the applicable ordinances. 

 

PROCEDURAL 

Public Hearing:   

Amendments to a Planned Unit Development District are required to be considered at a public hearing by 
the Plan Commission.  The public hearing for this petition is scheduled for the September 6, 2016, Plan 
Commission meeting.  Notice of the public hearing was provided in accordance with Indiana law.  

Statutory Considerations:   

Indiana Code 36-7-4-603 states that in the consideration of zoning ordinance amendments and zone map 
changes that reasonable regard shall be paid to: 

1. The Comprehensive Plan. 
2. Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses. 
3. The most desirable use for which the land is adapted. 
4. The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction. 
5. Responsible growth and development. 

 

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

1. Action:  Forward a recommendation to the City Council.    

2. Recommendation:  If the Plan Commission is otherwise satisfied with the proposed 
ordinance, then the Department recommends forwarding 1609-PUD-18 (Ordinance No. 
13-16) to the City Council with a favorable recommendation. 

3. If any Plan Commission member has questions prior to the meeting, then please contact 
Daine Crabtree at 317-416-2586 or dcrabtree@westfield.in.gov   
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ORDINANCE NUMBER 16-34 
 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WESTFIELD AND WASHINGTON 

TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA CONCERNING AN AMENDMENT 

TO THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE AND THE ENCLAVE AND 

SPRINGS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT ORDINANCE 

 
This is an Ordinance (this “Ordinance”) to amend the Unified Development Ordinance of 

the City of Westfield and Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Unified 

Development Ordinance"), enacted by the City of Westfield pursuant to its authority under the 

laws of the State of Indiana, Ind. Code § 36-7-4 et seq., as amended; 

WHEREAS, the City of Westfield, Indiana (the "City") and the Township of Washington, 

both of Hamilton County, Indiana are subject to the Unified Development Ordinance; 

WHEREAS, the Council enacted Ordinance No. 13-16, the Enclave and Springs Planned 

Unit Development District (the “PUD Ordinance”), on October 14, 2013; 

WHEREAS, the Westfield-Washington Advisory Plan Commission (the "Commission") 

considered a petition (Petition No. 1609-PUD-18), requesting an amendment to the PUD Ordinance 

with regard to the subject real estate commonly known as 15807 Longship Court, Westfield, 

Indiana 46074, and more particularly described as:  

Lot 29 in The Spring at Viking Meadows Plat, an addition in Hamilton County, as per plat 

thereof, recorded June 6, 2015 as Instrument No. 2015027282, in Plat Cabinet 5, Slide 353, 

in the Office of the Recorder of Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Real Estate"); 

WHEREAS, the Commission forwarded Petition No. 1609-PUD-18 to the Common 

Council of the City of Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Common Council") with a 

__________ recommendation (#-#) in accordance with Indiana Code § 36-7-4-608, as required 

by Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1505; 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Commission certified the action of the Commission to 

the Common Council on September 7, 2016; 

WHEREAS, the Common Council is subject to the provisions of the Indiana Code §36- 

7-4-1507 and Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1512 concerning any action on this request; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of 

Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana, meeting in regular session, that the PUD Ordinance and the 

Unified Development Ordinance are hereby amended as follows: 

Section 1. Applicability of Ordinance. 

1.1 This Ordinance shall amend the PUD Ordinance, as applicable to the Real 

Estate.  Development of the Real Estate shall be governed by the PUD 

Ordinance, as amended by this Ordinance and its exhibits. 

1.2 All other provisions of the PUD Ordinance shall remain in effect with the adoption 

of this Ordinance.  

1.3 All provisions and representations of the Unified Development Ordinance that 

conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby made inapplicable to 

the Real Estate and shall be superseded by the terms of the PUD Ordinance, as 

amended. 
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Section 2. Swimming Pool Setback Standards.  The standards of Exhibit C: Development 

Standards Matrix of the PUD Ordinance shall be amended to modify the Rear Yard 

Minimum Building Setback for a swimming pool from twenty-five (25) feet to fifteen 

(15) feet. 

 

ALL OF WHICH IS HEREBY ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF WESTFIELD, 
HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA THIS          DAY OF  , 2016. 

 
Voting For        Voting Against  Abstain  

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Jim Ake    Jim Ake   Jim Ake 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

James J. Edwards   James J. Edwards  James J. Edwards 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Robert L. Horkay   Robert L. Horkay  Robert L. Horkay 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Mark F. Keen   Mark F. Keen   Mark F. Keen 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Charles Lehman   Charles Lehman  Charles Lehman 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Cindy L. Spoljaric   Cindy L. Spoljaric  Cindy L. Spoljaric 
 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 

Cindy Gossard, Clerk Treasurer 
 
 

 

 

 

This document prepared by:  Jesse M. Pohlman, City of Westfield Economic and Community Development Department, 

2728 E. 171st Street, Westfield, IN 46074 

 

I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that I have taken reasonable care to redact each Social Security Number in this 

document, unless required by law: Jesse M. Pohlman
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I hereby certify that ORDINANCE 16-34 was delivered to the Mayor of Westfield 

on the day of  , 2016, at  .m. 

 

Cindy Gossard, Clerk-Treasurer 
 
 
 
 

 
I hereby APPROVE ORDINANCE 16-34   I hereby VETO ORDINANCE 16-34 

 

this ______ day of ______________, 2016. this ______ day of ______________, 2016. 

 

 

__________________________________ _________________________________ 

J. Andrew Cook, Mayor    J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 
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Petition Number:  1609-PUD-15  

Petitioner:   MI Homes of Indiana, LP by Nelson & Frankenberger  

Request: A text amendment to modify the architectural standards for the 
Springmill Trails Planned Unit Development (PUD). 

Current Zoning: Springmill Trails PUD District 

Current Land Use: Residential  

Zoning History: Ordinance 11-19   

Exhibits: 1. Staff Report 
 2. Aerial Location Map 
 3. Springmill Trails Ordinance (Ord. 11-19) 
 4. Proposed Springmill Trails PUD Amendment (Ord. 16-28) 

 
Staff Reviewer:   Amanda Rubadue, Associate Planner 

 

Petition History 

This petition was introduced at the August 8, 2016, City Council Meeting.  The petition will receive a public 

hearing at the September 6, 2016, Advisory Plan Commission (the “APC”) meeting. 

 

Project Overview 

Project Location: The Petitioner is requesting an amendment to the Springmill Trails Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) District Ordinance No. 11-19 (the “PUD Ordinance”) for the 50.3 +/- acres located on 

the southwest corner of 186th Street and Casey Road (see Exhibit 2). 

Project Description: The proposal is to modify the architectural standards by reducing the thickness of the 

permitted vinyl siding and adding garage door treatment options of the Springmill Trails PUD (the 

“Proposal”).  A full summary of the proposal can be found in Sections 3 and 4 of the proposed PUD 

amendment (see Exhibit 4). 
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Procedural 

Public Hearing: Amendments to a Planned Unit Development (PUD) District are required to be considered 
at a public hearing by the APC.  The public hearing for this petition is scheduled for the September 6, 2016, 
APC meeting.  Notice of the public hearing was provided in accordance with Indiana Law and the APC’s 
Rules of Procedure. 

Statutory Considerations: The Indiana Code 36-7-4-603 states that reasonable regard shall be paid to:  

1) The Comprehensive Plan 

2) Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses 

3) The most desirable use for which the land is adapted 

4) The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction 

5) Responsible growth and development 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Staff Comments 

1) Action: 

Hold a public hearing at the September 6, 2015, APC meeting. 

2) Recommendation: 
Subject to comments as a result of the public hearing, the Department recommends forwarding 
this petition to the Council with a favorable recommendation if the Plan Commission is satisfied 
with the proposed amendment ordinance. 

3) If any Plan Commission member has questions prior to the public hearing, then please contact 
Amanda Rubadue at 317.432.6663 or arubadue@westfield.in.gov.   

 

mailto:arubadue@westfield.in.gov
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Exhibit B 
 

Zoning District Map 
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Exhibit C 
 

Illustrative Site Development Plan 
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Exhibit D 
 

Construction Phasing Schedule 
 
 
 

 



Exhibit E - Page 1 of 1 

Exhibit E 
 

Amenity Plan 
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Exhibit F 
 

Residential Photo Examples 
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ORDINANCE NUMBER 16-28 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WESTFIELD AND WASHINGTON 

TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA CONCERNING AMENDMENTS TO 

THE SPRINGMILL TRAILS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT  

AND THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 

This is an Ordinance to amend the Unified Development Ordinance of the City of Westfield 

and Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Unified Development Ordinance"), 

enacted by the City of Westfield pursuant to its authority under the laws of the State of Indiana, 

Ind. Code § 36-7-4 et seq., as amended. 

WHEREAS, the City of Westfield, Indiana (the "City") and the Township of Washington, 

both of Hamilton County, Indiana are subject to the Unified Development Ordinance; 

WHEREAS, the Common Council enacted Ordinance No. 11-19, The Springmill Trails 

Planned Unit Development District (the “Springmill Trails PUD Ordinance”) on September 12, 

2011; 

WHEREAS, the Westfield-Washington Advisory Plan Commission (the "Commission") 

considered a petition (Petition No. 1609-PUD-15), requesting an amendment to the Springmill 

Trails PUD Ordinance with regard to the subject real estate more particularly described in 

Exhibit A attached hereto (the "Real Estate"); 

WHEREAS, the Commission forwarded Petition No.  1609-PUD-15 to the Common 

Council of the City of Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Common Council") with a 

___________ recommendation in accordance with Indiana Code § 36-7-4-608, as required by 

Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1505; 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Commission certified the action of the Commission to 

the Common Council on __________, 2016;  

WHEREAS, the Common Council is subject to the provisions of the Indiana Code §36- 

7-4-1507 and Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1512 concerning any action on this request; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of 

Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana, meeting in regular session, that the Springmill Trails PUD 

Ordinance and Unified Development Ordinance (the “UDO”) are hereby amended as follows: 

Section 1. Applicability of Ordinance. 

1.1 This Ordinance shall amend the Springmill Trials PUD Ordinance, as 

applicable to the Real Estate.  Development of the Real Estate shall be governed 

by (i) the provisions of this Ordinance and its exhibits, (ii) the Springmill Trails 

PUD Ordinance; and (iii) the provisions of the UDO, as amended and 
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applicable to the Underlying Zoning District or a Planned Unit Development 

District, except as modified, revised, supplemented or expressly made 

inapplicable by this Ordinance or the Springmill Trails PUD Ordinance, as 

amended. 

1.2 Chapter (“Chapter”) and Article (“Article”) cross-references of this Ordinance 

shall hereafter refer to the section as specified and referenced in the UDO. 

1.3 All provisions and representations of (i) the UDO or (ii) The Springmill Trails 

PUD Ordinance that conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby 

made inapplicable to the Real Estate and shall be superseded by the terms of this 

Ordinance. 

Section 2. Definitions. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined in this Ordinance or The 

Springmill Trails PUD Ordinance shall have the meanings ascribed to them in 

the UDO. 

2.1 Illustrative Character Exhibit – Garage Door Styles:  The garage styles, attached 

hereto as Exhibit B. 

Section 3. Development Standards. The standards applicable to the Springmill Trails 

PUD Ordinance shall apply to the development of the Real Estate, except as 

otherwise modified below. 

3.1 Vinyl Siding.  In order to encourage greater streetscape diversity and allow a more 

vibrant array of siding colors, Section 2.3.F.1(c) of the Springmill Trials PUD shall 

be deleted and replaced with the following: 

A. Surface area of all remaining elevations shall have masonry, natural 

materials or vinyl siding (0.046 mil thickness or greater) as the exterior 

building material subject to any exception permitted in this Article. 

3.2 Garage Doors. Section 2.3.F.9(a) of the Springmill Trials PUD regarding garage 

door design elements shall be deleted and replaced with the following: 

A. One of the garage door treatments illustrated in Exhibit “B” shall be used 

throughout the Real Estate.  Other treatments may be substituted if approved 

by the Director of Economic and Community Development Department 

(the “Director”).  Adverse determinations by the Director may be addressed 

in the form of a request for an amendment to the Springmill Trails PUD. 

B. Garage Door Treatments include: (i) doors with windows or decorative 

hardware; (ii) doors with windows and decorative hardware; or (iii) other 

Garage Door Treatments of like quality and character approved by the 

Director. 

C. A maximum of two (2) of the same Garage Door Treatments may be located 
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on adjacent lots on the same side of the street. 

Section 4. Additional Standards. 

4.1 The construction of all single family detached homes on the Real Estate shall 

include the following: 

A. White shall be the color of all (i) window trim, (ii) fascia and (iii) corner 

board areas; 

B. All sheathing on exterior walls shall be oriented strand board (OSB); and 

C. All exterior walls shall be framed with 2 x 6 inch studs. 

 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank, signature page follows] 
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ALL OF WHICH IS ORDAINED/RESOLVED THIS __ DAY OF ________, 2016. 

 

WESTFIELD CITY COUNCIL 

 

Voting For        Voting Against  Abstain  

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Jim Ake    Jim Ake   Jim Ake 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

James J. Edwards   James J. Edwards  James J. Edwards 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Steven Hoover    Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Robert L. Horkay   Robert L. Horkay  Robert L. Horkay 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Mark F. Keen    Mark F. Keen   Mark F. Keen 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Charles Lehman   Charles Lehman  Charles Lehman 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Cindy L. Spoljaric   Cindy L. Spoljaric  Cindy L. Spoljaric 

      

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________ 

Cindy Gossard, Clerk Treasurer 

 

 
I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that I have taken reasonable care to redact each Social 

Security Number in this document, unless required by law:  Jon C. Dobosiewicz 
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I hereby certify that ORDINANCE 16-28 was delivered to the Mayor of Westfield  

 

on the _______ day of _________, 2016, at _______ ____ m. 

 

__________________________  

Cindy Gossard, Clerk-Treasurer 
 

 

 

 

 

I hereby APPROVE ORDINANCE 16-28 

 

this ______ day of ___________, 2016. 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 

I hereby VETO ORDINANCE 16-28 

 

this ______ day of _________, 2016. 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document prepared by:  James E. Shinaver and Jon C. Dobosiewicz, Nelson & Frankenberger 

  550 Congressional Blvd, Suite 210, Carmel, IN  46032 (317) 844-0106 

 
SMT PUD Amendment - 2016 Waters Edge Amendment 072616 
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SCHEDULE OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A Real Estate (Legal Description) 

Exhibit B Illustrative Character Exhibit – Garage Door Styles 
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EXHIBIT A 

REAL ESTATE 

(Page 1 of 3) 
 

Parcel One: 

Part of the East Half of the Northeast Quarter of Section 33, Township 19 North, Range 3 East in 

Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, and being more particularly described as 

follows: 

Commencing at the northeast corner of said Northeast Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 10 

minutes 40 seconds West (Indiana State Plane East Zone Bearing) 1314.10 feet along the east line 

of said Northeast Quarter to the Point of Beginning of this description; thence continuing South 

00 degrees 10 minutes 40 seconds West 1338.29 feet along said east line to the southeast corner 

of the said Northeast Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 29 minutes 25 seconds West 1320.53 feet 

along the south line of said Northeast Quarter to the southwest corner of the East Half of said 

Northeast Quarter; thence North 00 degrees 06 minutes 08 seconds East 935.20 feet along the west 

line of said East Half to the centerline of Little Eagle Creek, with the following eight (8) courses 

being along said centerline (meander line); (1) thence North 68 degrees 58 minutes 37 seconds 

East 19.35 feet; (2) thence North 10 degrees 18 minutes 45 seconds East 31.12 feet; (3) thence 

North 29 degrees 35 minutes 47 seconds East 39.48 feet; (4) thence North 39 degrees 32 minutes 

24 seconds East 110.28 feet; (5) thence North 51 degrees 47 minutes 14 seconds East 92.59 feet; 

(6) thence North 40 degrees 23 minutes 09 seconds East 57.84 feet; (7) thence North 53 degrees 

40 minutes 03 seconds East 114.02 feet; (8) thence North 18 degrees 24 minutes 35 seconds East 

2.00 feet; thence South 67 degrees 39 minutes 23 seconds East 340.79 feet; thence South 34 

degrees 42 minutes 51 seconds West 308.11 feet to a curve to the left having a radius of 545.00 

feet, the radius point of which bears South 55 degrees 17 minutes 09 seconds East; thence southerly 

along said curve an arc distance of 264.00 feet to a point which bears North 83 degrees 02 minutes 

24 seconds West from said radius point; thence South 83 degrees 20 minutes 30 seconds East 

118.50 feet; thence North 71 degrees 51 minutes 53 seconds East 73.64 feet; thence South 79 

degrees 33 minutes 49 seconds East 120.38 feet to a non-tangent curve to the right having a radius 

of 240.90 feet, the radius point of which bears South 77 degrees 11 minutes 21 seconds East; 

thence northerly along said curve an arc distance of 92.09 feet to a point which bears North 55 

degrees 17 minutes 09 seconds West from said radius point; thence North 34 degrees 42 minutes 

51 seconds East 588.27 feet to a non-tangent curve to the right having a radius of 276.50 feet, the 

radius point of which bears North 25 degrees 09 minutes 23 seconds East; thence northwesterly 

along said curve an arc distance of 18.04 feet to a point which bears South 28 degrees 53 minutes 

42 seconds West from said radius point; thence North 28 degrees 53 minutes 42 seconds East 

173.62 feet; thence South 89 degrees 49 minutes 41 seconds East 214.36 feet to the Point of 

Beginning, containing 31.805 acres, more or less. 
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EXHIBIT A 

REAL ESTATE 

(Page 2 of 3) 

Parcel Two: 

Part Part of the East Half of the Northeast Quarter of Section 33, Township 19 North, Range 3 

East in Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, and being more particularly described 

as follows: 

Beginning at the northeast corner of said Northeast Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 10 minutes 

40 seconds West (Indiana State Plane East Zone Bearing) 1314.10 feet along the east line of said 

Northeast Quarter; thence North 89 degrees 49 minutes 41 seconds West 214.36 feet; thence South 

28 degrees 53 minutes 42 seconds West 173.62 feet to a non-tangent curve to the left having a 

radius of 276.50 feet, the radius point of which bears North 28 degrees 53 minutes 42 seconds 

East; thence easterly along said curve an arc distance of 18.04 feet to a point which bears South 

25 degrees 09 minutes 23 seconds West from said radius point; thence South 34 degrees 42 minutes 

51 seconds West 588.27 to a curve to the left having a radius of 240.90 feet, the radius point of 

which bears South 55 degrees 17 minutes 09 seconds East; thence southerly along said curve an 

arc distance of 92.09 feet to a point which bears North 77 degrees 11 minutes 21 seconds West; 

thence North 79 degrees 33 minutes 49 seconds West 120.38 feet; thence South 71 degrees 51 

minutes 53 seconds West 73.64 feet; thence North 83 degrees 20 minutes 30 seconds West 118.50 

feet to a non-tangent curve to the right having a radius 545.00 feet, the radius point of which bears 

South 83 degrees 02 minutes 24 seconds East; thence northerly along said curve an arc distance of 

264.00 feet to a point which bears North 55 degrees 17 minutes 09 seconds West; thence North 34 

degrees 42 minutes 51 seconds East 308.11 feet; thence North 67 degrees 39 minutes 23 seconds 

West 340.79 feet to the centerline of Little Eagle Creek, with the following eight (8) courses being 

along said centerline (meander line); (1) thence North 18 degrees 24 minutes 35 seconds East 

63.41 feet; (2) thence North 44 degrees 35 minutes 50 seconds East 62.49 feet; (3) thence North 

28 degrees 16 minutes 45 seconds East 128.55 feet; (4) thence South 86 degrees 06 minutes 09 

seconds East 28.88 feet; (5) thence North 35 degrees 44 minutes 39 seconds East 80.80 feet; (6) 

thence North 16 degrees 18 minutes 20 seconds East 63.18 feet; (7) thence North 04 degrees 13 

minutes 31 seconds East 139.38 feet; (8) thence North 09 degrees 12 minutes 49 seconds East 

144.86 feet to a prolonged south line of the tract of land described in instrument number 

2010055559 as recorded in the Office of the Recorder of Hamilton County; thence North 89 

degrees 20 minutes 18 seconds East 696.62 feet along said prolonged south line and the south line 

of said tract of land described in instrument number 20100055559; thence North 00 degrees 10 

minutes 40 seconds East 768.36 feet parallel with the east line of said Northeast Quarter to the 

north line of said Northeast Quarter; thence North 89 degrees 20 minutes 18 seconds East 60.01 

feet along said north line to the Point of Beginning, containing 18.509 acres, more or less. 
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EXHIBIT A 

REAL ESTATE 

(Page 3 of 3) 
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EXHIBIT B 

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - GARAGE DOOR STYLES 

(Page 1 of 3) 
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EXHIBIT B 

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - GARAGE DOOR STYLES 
(Page 2 of 3) 
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EXHIBIT B 

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - GARAGE DOOR STYLES  
(Page 3 of 3) 
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ORDINANCE NUMBER 16-12 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WESTFIELD AND WASHINGTON 
TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA CONCERNING AMENDMENTS TO 

THE HARMONY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT  
AND THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 

This is an Ordinance to amend the Unified Development Ordinance of the City of Westfield 
and Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Unified Development Ordinance"), 
enacted by the City of Westfield pursuant to its authority under the laws of the State of Indiana, 
Ind. Code § 36-7-4 et seq., as amended. 

WHEREAS, the City of Westfield, Indiana (the "City") and the Township of Washington, 
both of Hamilton County, Indiana are subject to the Unified Development Ordinance; 

WHEREAS, the Common Council enacted Ordinance No. 12-14, The Harmony Planned 
Unit Development District (the “Harmony PUD Ordinance”) on January 14, 2013; 

WHEREAS, the Westfield-Washington Advisory Plan Commission (the "Commission") 
considered a petition (Petition No. 1606-PUD-07), requesting an amendment to the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance with regard to the subject real estate more particularly described in Exhibit A 
attached hereto (the "Real Estate"); 

WHEREAS, the Commission forwarded Petition No.  1606-PUD-07  to the Common 
Council of the City of Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Common Council") with a 
___________ recommendation in accordance with Indiana Code § 36-7-4-608, as required by 
Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1505; 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Commission certified the action of the Commission to 
the Common Council on __________, 2016;  

WHEREAS, the Common Council is subject to the provisions of the Indiana Code §36- 
7-4-1507 and Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1512 concerning any action on this request; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of 
Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana, meeting in regular session, that the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance and Unified Development Ordinance (the “UDO”) are hereby amended as follows: 

Section 1. Applicability of Ordinance. 

1.1 This Ordinance shall amend the Harmony PUD Ordinance, as applicable to the 
Real Estate.  Development of the Real Estate shall be governed by (i) the 
provisions of this Ordinance and its exhibits, (ii) the Harmony PUD Ordinance; 
and (iii) the provisions of the UDO, as amended and applicable to the 
Underlying Zoning District or a Planned Unit Development District, except as 
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modified, revised, supplemented or expressly made inapplicable by this 
Ordinance or the Harmony PUD Ordinance, as amended. 

1.2 Chapter (“Chapter”) and Article (“Article”) cross-references of this Ordinance 
shall hereafter refer to the section as specified and referenced in the UDO. 

1.3 All provisions and representations of (i) the UDO or (ii) The Harmony PUD 
Ordinance that conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby made 
inapplicable to the Real Estate and shall be superseded by the terms of this 
Ordinance. 

Section 2. Definitions. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined in this Ordinance or The 
Harmony PUD Ordinance shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the UDO. 

2.1 Illustrative Character Exhibit - GetGo:  The architectural building elevations, 
attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

2.2 Illustrative Character Exhibit - CVS:  The architectural building elevations, 
attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

2.3 Concept Plan, Area C (GetGo):  The plan for the development of Area C of the 
Mixed Use District of the Harmony PUD Ordinance, including but not limited to 
landscaping, sidewalks and amenities to enhance pedestrian comfort, attached 
hereto as Exhibit B. 

Section 3. Concept Plan. The Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan is hereby incorporated in 
accordance with Article 10.9(F)(2) Planned Unit Development Districts; PUD 
District Ordinance Requirements; Concept Plan with respect to Area C of the 
Mixed Use District of the Harmony PUD Ordinance.   If developed for a 
Gasoline Service Station, then Area C shall be developed in substantial 
compliance with the Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan. 

Section 4. Development Standards. The standards applicable to the Mixed Use District 
of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the development of the Real 
Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

4.1 Permitted Uses: Section 2.2 of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the Real 
Estate, except as otherwise modified below.   

A. Fast Food Restaurants shall be prohibited on the Real Estate. 

B. The provisions of Section 2.2.B of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall be 
deleted.  No restaurant with drive through facility shall be permitted in Area 
C. 

C. One (1) Gasoline Service Station shall be permitted within Area C. 
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C. One (1) Gasoline Service Station shall be permitted within Area C.  Said 
Gasoline Service Station shall only be open and operating between the hours 
of 5:00 A.M. and twelve midnight.  In the event a Gasoline Service Station 
is in operation on the property zone under Ordinance 12-24 (the “Town 
West Station”) with hours between twelve midnight and 5:00 A.M. the 
limitation of hours in this Section 4.1(C) shall be reduced and operation 
shall be permitted at the same hours as the hours permitted for the Towne 
West Station. 

4.2 Minimum Building Setback Lines: Section 2.3(B)(3) of the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance shall apply to the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. Front Yard: 

i. Mixed Use District Interior Streets:  20 feet (10 feet setback from 
access easementPrivate Street connecting Ditch Road and 
Waterleaf Drive) 

ii. Area C South Property Line: 10 feet 

B. Side and Rear Yards (Interior to Mixed Use District):  0 feet 

Section 5. Landscaping Standards.   Article 5 (Landscaping Standards) of the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance shall apply to the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. The Mixed-Use District shall comply with the UDO’s External Street 
Frontage Landscaping Requirements (Article 6.8(M)(2)) along Ditch Road 
and 146th Street (old and new), which shall replace and supersede the 
Landscape Buffer A and Landscape Buffer B requirements of the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance.  

i. Sidewalks and drive aisles may encroach into External Street 
Frontage Landscaping in Area C and landscape materials may be 
provided within the adjacent right-of-way subject to approval by 
the County Highway Department, provided the site is developed 
in substantial compliance with the Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan 
and the required plantings are otherwise provided. 

ii. The screen wall adjacent to the drive aisle, as illustrated on the 
Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan, shall meet the applicable Street 
Frontage Plantings required across the segment of the screen wall 
adjacent to the drive aisle.  

B. Amendments to a landscape plan approved as part of an Overall 
Development Plan for the Real Estate may be approved as part of a Lot or 
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Block’s Detailed Development Plan. 

Section 6. Sign Standards.  The standards of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the 
development of the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. Gasoline Service Station Use:  A Gasoline Service Station shall be 
permitted signs in accordance with the UDO for an Individual Non-
Residential Use. 

B. Wall Signs:  All wall signs in Area B shall only be externally lit with 
decorative lighting (e.g., gooseneck style fixtures). 

Section 7. Architectural Design Standards.  Section 2.3.(A.)(1) of the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance shall apply to the development of the Real Estate, except.  In addition, 
Buildings shall utilize a “Village Design Theme”, as otherwise modified 
below.follows: 

7.1 Medium Intensity Retail Use - Pharmacy: A pharmacy (drug store) building, if 
constructed within Area B, shall be constructed in substantial compliance with the 
elevations and materials illustrated on the Illustrative Character Exhibit – CVS, 
which shall replace and supersede the otherwise applicable architectural standards.   

7.1 Gasoline Service Station:  A Gasoline Service Station shall be constructed in 
substantial compliance with the elevations and materials illustrated on the 
Illustrative Defined Architectural Design: A Village Design Theme shall be 
consistent with a Defined Architectural Design applicable to the single family 
homes within the Harmony PUD District, as set forth in Section 3.4(3) 
Architectural Standards; Defined Architectural Designs.  The Defined 
Architectural Designs include Adam (Colonial), Georgian, Italianate, Shingle, Folk 
Victorian, Colonial Revival, Tudor, Craftsman.   Significant architectural elements 
to determine consistency with a Defined Architectural Design include: 

A. Window design (e.g., enhanced trim, pane size and type) and 
alignment/location; 

B. Building massing (pedestrian scaled with façade projections and 
recessions); 

C. Roof type and pitch (inclusion of shed roofs, dormers with faux windows 
and/or decorative gables when architecturally appropriate); 

D. Large roof overhangs that are primarily pitched and not flat; 

E. Enhanced cornice treatment; 

F. Enhanced and inviting entryways with pedestrian cover and “porch like” 
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treatment (e.g., inclusion of columns with masonry bases); 

G. Variety of building materials, patterns and colors; 

H. Emphasized trim at corner breaks, around windows and within gables; and 

I. Enhanced foundation plantings and planters to soften building facades. 

7.2 Established Benchmark Exhibits:  The Character Exhibit – CVS and Character 
Exhibit – GetGo, which shall replace and supersede the otherwise applicable  
comply with and hereby establish benchmark examples of the Village Design 
Theme.  

7.27.3 Conflicting Standards:  It is hereby acknowledged that design elements that embody 
a Village Design Theme may be in conflict with the architectural standards.   set 
forth in Section 2.3(A)(1) of the Harmony PUD Ordinance.  If a proposed building 
elevation embodies a Defined Architectural Design, as set forth above, and is an 
architectural style that complements the Established Benchmark Exhibits, then the 
Plan Commission has the authority to approve a building elevation that doesn’t 
comply with Section 2.3(A)(1) of the Harmony PUD Ordinance. 

7.3 All other buildings within Area B and Area C:  All buildings in Area B and Area C 
not including the buildings identified in Section 7.1 and Section 7.2 above in shall 
be constructed utilizing elements of the Defined Architectural Designs identified in 
Section 3.4 of the Harmony PUD in order to further the “Village Design Theme” 
and provide a complimentary architectural theme for Area B and Area C of the 
Mixed Use District as established by the buildings identified in Section 7.1 and 
Section 7.2 above.  The Plan Commission may approve building architecture which 
conflict with all applicable architectural standards provided the buildings are found 
to (i) utilize elements of the Defined Architectural Designs included in Section 3.4 
and (ii) provide a complimentary architectural theme for Area B and Area C of the 
Mixed Use District as established by the buildings identified in Section 7.1 and 
Section 7.2 above, which said building architecture shall replace and supersede the 
otherwise applicable architectural standards. 

 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank, signature page follows] 
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ALL OF WHICH IS ORDAINED/RESOLVED THIS __ DAY OF ________, 2016. 

 
WESTFIELD CITY COUNCIL 

 
Voting For        Voting Against  Abstain  
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Jim Ake    Jim Ake   Jim Ake 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
James J. Edwards   James J. Edwards  James J. Edwards 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Steven Hoover    Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Robert L. Horkay   Robert L. Horkay  Robert L. Horkay 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Mark F. Keen    Mark F. Keen   Mark F. Keen 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Charles Lehman   Charles Lehman  Charles Lehman 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Cindy L. Spoljaric   Cindy L. Spoljaric  Cindy L. Spoljaric 
      
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________ 
Cindy Gossard, Clerk Treasurer 
 
 
I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that I have taken reasonable care to redact each Social 
Security Number in this document, unless required by law:  Jon C. Dobosiewicz 
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I hereby certify that ORDINANCE 16-__ was delivered to the Mayor of Westfield  
 
on the _______ day of _________, 2016, at _______ ____ m. 
 
__________________________  
Cindy Gossard, Clerk-Treasurer 
 
 
 
 
 
I hereby APPROVE ORDINANCE 16-__ 
 
this ______ day of ___________, 2016. 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 

I hereby VETO ORDINANCE 16-__ 
 
this ______ day of _________, 2016. 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This document prepared by:  James E. Shinaver and Jon C. Dobosiewicz, Nelson & Frankenberger 

  550 Congressional Blvd, Suite 210, Carmel, IN  46032 (317) 844-0106 
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SCHEDULE OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A Real Estate (Legal Description) 

Exhibit B Concept Plan – Area C (GetGo) 

Exhibit C Illustrative Character Exhibit – GetGo 

Exhibit D Illustrative Character Exhibit - CVS 
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EXHIBIT A 
REAL ESTATE 

(Page 1 of 2) 
 
A part of the Southeast Quarter and Southeast Quarter of Section 16, Township 18 North, Range 3 East of the Second 
Principal Meridian, in Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, more particularly described as follows:  
 
TRACT 1: 
 
 Commencing at the southeast Corner of said Southeast Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West 
(basis of bearing = ALTA/ACSM land title survey by The Schneider Corporation, Job No. 4934.001, dated March 10, 
2004) along the South line of said Southeast Quarter a distance of 1,352.44 feet to the southwest corner of said Quarter 
Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds West along the West line of said Quarter Quarter a 
distance of 179.67 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, said point also being the northwest corner of Parcel 1 as 
described in Instrument No. 2013064140 in the Office of the Recorder of Hamilton County, Indiana, (the following 
eight (8) courses being along the northerly and westerly lines of said Parcel 1); (1) North 89 degrees 25 minutes 36 
seconds East 78.48 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the left having a radius of 925.00 feet, the radius point of 
which bears North 00 degrees 34 minutes 24 seconds West; (2) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 300.26 
feet to a point which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East from said radius point; (3) North 70 degrees 
49 minutes 42 seconds East 299.12 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the right having a radius of 1,075.00 feet, the 
radius point of which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East; (4) easterly along said curve an arc distance 
of 340.96 feet to a point which bears North 00 degrees 59 minutes 58 seconds West from said radius point; (5) North 
89 degrees 00 minutes 02 seconds East 134.39 feet; (6) North 60 degrees 22 minutes 18 seconds East 175.44 feet; (7) 
North 00 degrees 12 minutes 08 seconds West 615.00 feet; (8) North 89 degrees 47 minutes 52 seconds East 75.00 
feet to the East line of said Southeast Quarter; thence North 00 degrees 12 minutes 08 seconds West a distance of 
238.05 feet to the northeast corner of said Quarter Quarter Section; Quarter Section; thence South 89 degrees 21 
minutes 22 seconds West along the North line of said Quarter Quarter a distance of 1,354.74 feet to the northwest 
corner of said Quarter Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds East along the West line of said Quarter 
Quarter a distance of 1,136.91 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 30.21 acres of land, more or Quarter 
a distance of 1,136.91 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 30.21 acres of land, more or less.  
 
TRACT 2: 
 
Commencing at the southeast corner of said Southeast Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West 
(basis of bearing = ALTA/ACSM land title survey by The Schneider Corporation, Job No. 4934.001, dated March 10, 
2004) along the South line of said Southeast Quarter a distance of 1,109.75 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, said 
point also being on the southwest corner of Parcel 1A as described in Instrument No. 2013064140 in the Office of the 
Recorder of Hamilton County, Indiana; thence continuing South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West along said 
South line a distance of 242.69 feet to the southwest corner of said Quarter Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 
18 minutes 09 seconds West Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds West along the West 
line of said Quarter Quarter a distance of 29.67 feet to the southwest corner of Parcel 1 as described in Quarter a 
distance of 29.67 feet to the southwest corner of Parcel 1 as described in said Instrument No. 2013064140, (the 
following five (5) courses being along the southerly lines of said Parcel 1); (1) North 89 degrees 25 minutes 36 seconds 
East 79.18 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the left having a radius of 1,075.00 feet, the radius point of which bears 
North 00 degrees 34 minutes 24 seconds West; (2) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 348.95 feet to a point 
which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East from said radius point; (3) North 70 degrees 49 minutes 42 
seconds East 299.12 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the right having a radius of 925.00 feet, the radius point of 
which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East; (4) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 293.38 feet 
to a point which bears North 00 degrees 59 minutes 58 seconds West from said radius point; (5) North 89 degrees 00 
minutes 02 seconds East 132.11 feet to the westerly line of said Parcel 1A, (the following four (4) courses being along 
the westerly and northerly lines of said Parcel 1A); (1) South 21 degrees 01 minute 23 seconds West 128.61 feet; (2) 
South 12 degrees 10 minutes 30 seconds East 77.30 feet; (3) South 89 degrees 25 minutes O4 seconds West 729.61 
feet; (4) South 73 degrees 23 minutes 28 seconds West 126.77 feet to the Point of Beginning, containing 2.61 acres 
of land, more or less. 
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EXHIBIT A 
REAL ESTATE 

(Page 2 of 2) 
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EXHIBIT B 
CONCEPT PLAN – AREA C (GETGO) 

(Page 1 of 1) 
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EXHIBIT C 

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - GETGO 
(Page 1 of 24) 
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EXHIBIT D 
ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - CVS 

(Page 1 of 3) 
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ORDINANCE NUMBER 16-12 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WESTFIELD AND WASHINGTON 
TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA CONCERNING AMENDMENTS TO 

THE HARMONY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT  
AND THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 

This is an Ordinance to amend the Unified Development Ordinance of the City of Westfield 
and Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Unified Development Ordinance"), 
enacted by the City of Westfield pursuant to its authority under the laws of the State of Indiana, 
Ind. Code § 36-7-4 et seq., as amended. 

WHEREAS, the City of Westfield, Indiana (the "City") and the Township of Washington, 
both of Hamilton County, Indiana are subject to the Unified Development Ordinance; 

WHEREAS, the Common Council enacted Ordinance No. 12-14, The Harmony Planned 
Unit Development District (the “Harmony PUD Ordinance”) on January 14, 2013; 

WHEREAS, the Westfield-Washington Advisory Plan Commission (the "Commission") 
considered a petition (Petition No. 1606-PUD-07), requesting an amendment to the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance with regard to the subject real estate more particularly described in Exhibit A 
attached hereto (the "Real Estate"); 

WHEREAS, the Commission forwarded Petition No.  1606-PUD-07  to the Common 
Council of the City of Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Common Council") with a 
___________ recommendation in accordance with Indiana Code § 36-7-4-608, as required by 
Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1505; 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Commission certified the action of the Commission to 
the Common Council on __________, 2016;  

WHEREAS, the Common Council is subject to the provisions of the Indiana Code §36- 
7-4-1507 and Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1512 concerning any action on this request; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of 
Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana, meeting in regular session, that the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance and Unified Development Ordinance (the “UDO”) are hereby amended as follows: 

Section 1. Applicability of Ordinance. 

1.1 This Ordinance shall amend the Harmony PUD Ordinance, as applicable to the 
Real Estate.  Development of the Real Estate shall be governed by (i) the 
provisions of this Ordinance and its exhibits, (ii) the Harmony PUD Ordinance; 
and (iii) the provisions of the UDO, as amended and applicable to the 
Underlying Zoning District or a Planned Unit Development District, except as 
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modified, revised, supplemented or expressly made inapplicable by this 
Ordinance or the Harmony PUD Ordinance, as amended. 

1.2 Chapter (“Chapter”) and Article (“Article”) cross-references of this Ordinance 
shall hereafter refer to the section as specified and referenced in the UDO. 

1.3 All provisions and representations of (i) the UDO or (ii) The Harmony PUD 
Ordinance that conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby made 
inapplicable to the Real Estate and shall be superseded by the terms of this 
Ordinance. 

Section 2. Definitions. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined in this Ordinance or The 
Harmony PUD Ordinance shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the UDO. 

2.1 Illustrative Character Exhibit - GetGo:  The architectural building elevations, 
attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

2.2 Illustrative Character Exhibit - CVS:  The architectural building elevations, 
attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

2.3 Concept Plan, Area C (GetGo):  The plan for the development of Area C of the 
Mixed Use District of the Harmony PUD Ordinance, including but not limited to 
landscaping, sidewalks and amenities to enhance pedestrian comfort, attached 
hereto as Exhibit B. 

Section 3. Concept Plan. The Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan is hereby incorporated in 
accordance with Article 10.9(F)(2) Planned Unit Development Districts; PUD 
District Ordinance Requirements; Concept Plan with respect to Area C of the 
Mixed Use District of the Harmony PUD Ordinance.   If developed for a 
Gasoline Service Station, then Area C shall be developed in substantial 
compliance with the Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan. 

Section 4. Development Standards. The standards applicable to the Mixed Use District 
of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the development of the Real 
Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

4.1 Permitted Uses: Section 2.2 of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the Real 
Estate, except as otherwise modified below.   

A. Fast Food Restaurants shall be prohibited on the Real Estate. 

B. The provisions of Section 2.2.B of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall be 
deleted. 

C. One (1) Gasoline Service Station shall be permitted within Area C.  Said 
Gasoline Service Station shall only be open and operating between the hours 
of 5:00 A.M. and twelve midnight.  In the event a Gasoline Service Station 
is in operation on the property zone under Ordinance 12-24 (the “Town 
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West Station”) with hours between twelve midnight and 5:00 A.M. the 
limitation of hours in this Section 4.1(C) shall be reduced and operation 
shall be permitted at the same hours as the hours permitted for the Towne 
West Station. 

4.2 Minimum Building Setback Lines: Section 2.3(B)(3) of the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance shall apply to the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. Front Yard: 

i. Mixed Use District Interior Streets:  20 feet (10 feet setback from 
Private Street connecting Ditch Road and Waterleaf Drive) 

ii. Area C South Property Line: 10 feet 

B. Side and Rear Yards (Interior to Mixed Use District):  0 feet 

Section 5. Landscaping Standards.   Article 5 (Landscaping Standards) of the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance shall apply to the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. The Mixed-Use District shall comply with the UDO’s External Street 
Frontage Landscaping Requirements (Article 6.8(M)(2)) along Ditch Road 
and 146th Street (old and new), which shall replace and supersede the 
Landscape Buffer A and Landscape Buffer B requirements of the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance.  

i. Sidewalks and drive aisles may encroach into External Street 
Frontage Landscaping in Area C and landscape materials may be 
provided within the adjacent right-of-way subject to approval by 
the County Highway Department, provided the site is developed 
in substantial compliance with the Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan 
and the required plantings are otherwise provided. 

ii. The screen wall adjacent to the drive aisle, as illustrated on the 
Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan, shall meet the applicable Street 
Frontage Plantings required across the segment of the screen wall 
adjacent to the drive aisle.  

B. Amendments to a landscape plan approved as part of an Overall 
Development Plan for the Real Estate may be approved as part of a Lot or 
Block’s Detailed Development Plan. 

Section 6. Sign Standards.  The standards of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the 
development of the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. Gasoline Service Station Use:  A Gasoline Service Station shall be 
permitted signs in accordance with the UDO for an Individual Non-
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Residential Use. 

B. Wall Signs:  All wall signs in Area B shall only be externally lit with 
decorative lighting (e.g., gooseneck style fixtures). 

Section 7. Architectural Design Standards.  Section 2.3(A)(1) of the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance shall apply to the development of the Real Estate.  In addition, Buildings 
shall utilize a “Village Design Theme”, as follows: 

7.1 Defined Architectural Design: A Village Design Theme shall be consistent with a 
Defined Architectural Design applicable to the single family homes within the 
Harmony PUD District, as set forth in Section 3.4(3) Architectural Standards; 
Defined Architectural Designs.  The Defined Architectural Designs include Adam 
(Colonial), Georgian, Italianate, Shingle, Folk Victorian, Colonial Revival, Tudor, 
Craftsman.   Significant architectural elements to determine consistency with a 
Defined Architectural Design include: 

A. Window design (e.g., enhanced trim, pane size and type) and 
alignment/location; 

B. Building massing (pedestrian scaled with façade projections and 
recessions); 

C. Roof type and pitch (inclusion of shed roofs, dormers with faux windows 
and/or decorative gables when architecturally appropriate); 

D. Large roof overhangs that are primarily pitched and not flat; 

E. Enhanced cornice treatment; 

F. Enhanced and inviting entryways with pedestrian cover and “porch like” 
treatment (e.g., inclusion of columns with masonry bases); 

G. Variety of building materials, patterns and colors; 

H. Emphasized trim at corner breaks, around windows and within gables; and 

I. Enhanced foundation plantings and planters to soften building facades. 

7.2 Established Benchmark Exhibits:  The Character Exhibit – CVS and Character 
Exhibit – GetGo comply with and hereby establish benchmark examples of the 
Village Design Theme.  

7.3 Conflicting Standards:  It is hereby acknowledged that design elements that embody 
a Village Design Theme may be in conflict with the architectural standards set forth 
in Section 2.3(A)(1) of the Harmony PUD Ordinance.  If a proposed building 
elevation embodies a Defined Architectural Design, as set forth above, and is an 
architectural style that complements the Established Benchmark Exhibits, then the 
Plan Commission has the authority to approve a building elevation that doesn’t 
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comply with Section 2.3(A)(1) of the Harmony PUD Ordinance. 

 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank, signature page follows] 
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ALL OF WHICH IS ORDAINED/RESOLVED THIS __ DAY OF ________, 2016. 

 
WESTFIELD CITY COUNCIL 

 
Voting For        Voting Against  Abstain  
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Jim Ake    Jim Ake   Jim Ake 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
James J. Edwards   James J. Edwards  James J. Edwards 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Steven Hoover    Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Robert L. Horkay   Robert L. Horkay  Robert L. Horkay 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Mark F. Keen    Mark F. Keen   Mark F. Keen 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Charles Lehman   Charles Lehman  Charles Lehman 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Cindy L. Spoljaric   Cindy L. Spoljaric  Cindy L. Spoljaric 
      
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________ 
Cindy Gossard, Clerk Treasurer 
 
 
I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that I have taken reasonable care to redact each Social 
Security Number in this document, unless required by law:  Jon C. Dobosiewicz 
 



Harmony PUD District  
Mixed-Use District Amendment 

 

 
Page | 7 

VERSION 5 083116 

 
 
I hereby certify that ORDINANCE 16-__ was delivered to the Mayor of Westfield  
 
on the _______ day of _________, 2016, at _______ ____ m. 
 
__________________________  
Cindy Gossard, Clerk-Treasurer 
 
 
 
 
 
I hereby APPROVE ORDINANCE 16-__ 
 
this ______ day of ___________, 2016. 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 

I hereby VETO ORDINANCE 16-__ 
 
this ______ day of _________, 2016. 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This document prepared by:  James E. Shinaver and Jon C. Dobosiewicz, Nelson & Frankenberger 

  550 Congressional Blvd, Suite 210, Carmel, IN  46032 (317) 844-0106 
 
Harmony PUD - 2016 Mixed Use District Text Amendment 083116 B 
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SCHEDULE OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A Real Estate (Legal Description) 

Exhibit B Concept Plan – Area C (GetGo) 

Exhibit C Illustrative Character Exhibit – GetGo 

Exhibit D Illustrative Character Exhibit - CVS 
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EXHIBIT A 
REAL ESTATE 

(Page 1 of 2) 
 
A part of the Southeast Quarter and Southeast Quarter of Section 16, Township 18 North, Range 3 East of the Second 
Principal Meridian, in Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, more particularly described as follows:  
 
TRACT 1: 
 
 Commencing at the southeast Corner of said Southeast Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West 
(basis of bearing = ALTA/ACSM land title survey by The Schneider Corporation, Job No. 4934.001, dated March 10, 
2004) along the South line of said Southeast Quarter a distance of 1,352.44 feet to the southwest corner of said Quarter 
Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds West along the West line of said Quarter Quarter a 
distance of 179.67 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, said point also being the northwest corner of Parcel 1 as 
described in Instrument No. 2013064140 in the Office of the Recorder of Hamilton County, Indiana, (the following 
eight (8) courses being along the northerly and westerly lines of said Parcel 1); (1) North 89 degrees 25 minutes 36 
seconds East 78.48 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the left having a radius of 925.00 feet, the radius point of 
which bears North 00 degrees 34 minutes 24 seconds West; (2) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 300.26 
feet to a point which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East from said radius point; (3) North 70 degrees 
49 minutes 42 seconds East 299.12 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the right having a radius of 1,075.00 feet, the 
radius point of which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East; (4) easterly along said curve an arc distance 
of 340.96 feet to a point which bears North 00 degrees 59 minutes 58 seconds West from said radius point; (5) North 
89 degrees 00 minutes 02 seconds East 134.39 feet; (6) North 60 degrees 22 minutes 18 seconds East 175.44 feet; (7) 
North 00 degrees 12 minutes 08 seconds West 615.00 feet; (8) North 89 degrees 47 minutes 52 seconds East 75.00 
feet to the East line of said Southeast Quarter; thence North 00 degrees 12 minutes 08 seconds West a distance of 
238.05 feet to the northeast corner of said Quarter Quarter Section; Quarter Section; thence South 89 degrees 21 
minutes 22 seconds West along the North line of said Quarter Quarter a distance of 1,354.74 feet to the northwest 
corner of said Quarter Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds East along the West line of said Quarter 
Quarter a distance of 1,136.91 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 30.21 acres of land, more or Quarter 
a distance of 1,136.91 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 30.21 acres of land, more or less.  
 
TRACT 2: 
 
Commencing at the southeast corner of said Southeast Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West 
(basis of bearing = ALTA/ACSM land title survey by The Schneider Corporation, Job No. 4934.001, dated March 10, 
2004) along the South line of said Southeast Quarter a distance of 1,109.75 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, said 
point also being on the southwest corner of Parcel 1A as described in Instrument No. 2013064140 in the Office of the 
Recorder of Hamilton County, Indiana; thence continuing South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West along said 
South line a distance of 242.69 feet to the southwest corner of said Quarter Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 
18 minutes 09 seconds West Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds West along the West 
line of said Quarter Quarter a distance of 29.67 feet to the southwest corner of Parcel 1 as described in Quarter a 
distance of 29.67 feet to the southwest corner of Parcel 1 as described in said Instrument No. 2013064140, (the 
following five (5) courses being along the southerly lines of said Parcel 1); (1) North 89 degrees 25 minutes 36 seconds 
East 79.18 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the left having a radius of 1,075.00 feet, the radius point of which bears 
North 00 degrees 34 minutes 24 seconds West; (2) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 348.95 feet to a point 
which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East from said radius point; (3) North 70 degrees 49 minutes 42 
seconds East 299.12 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the right having a radius of 925.00 feet, the radius point of 
which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East; (4) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 293.38 feet 
to a point which bears North 00 degrees 59 minutes 58 seconds West from said radius point; (5) North 89 degrees 00 
minutes 02 seconds East 132.11 feet to the westerly line of said Parcel 1A, (the following four (4) courses being along 
the westerly and northerly lines of said Parcel 1A); (1) South 21 degrees 01 minute 23 seconds West 128.61 feet; (2) 
South 12 degrees 10 minutes 30 seconds East 77.30 feet; (3) South 89 degrees 25 minutes O4 seconds West 729.61 
feet; (4) South 73 degrees 23 minutes 28 seconds West 126.77 feet to the Point of Beginning, containing 2.61 acres 
of land, more or less. 
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EXHIBIT A 
REAL ESTATE 

(Page 2 of 2) 
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EXHIBIT B 
CONCEPT PLAN – AREA C (GETGO) 

(Page 1 of 1) 
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EXHIBIT C 

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - GETGO 
(Page 1 of 4) 
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EXHIBIT C 
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EXHIBIT D 
ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - CVS 

(Page 1 of 3) 
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EXHIBIT D 
ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - CVS 

(Page 3 of 3) 
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Issues/Comments in Response to Harmony PUD District Amendment 

 
The list below includes issues that were raised in the written comments submitted to the Economic and 

Community Development Department in response to the revisions submitted for the August 1, 2016, 

Plan Commission meeting, and issues presented during the meeting. Duplicate or similar issues have 

been consolidated and simplified for purposes of this list.  

 

General Comments (gasoline service station): 

1. What has changed since the existing PUD Ordinance was adopted that would support allowing 

a gasoline service station?  

2. Will the proposed gasoline service station negatively impact the property values of surrounding 

residential homes? 

Environmental / Operational Comments (gasoline service station): 

3. What are the potential health and environmental risks associated with the gasoline service 

station? 

4. What protections would be installed for underground tanks? 

5. Can the hours of operation be restricted?  Concerns raised that 24-hour operations (e.g., 

gasoline service station, pharmacy) will result in transitory traffic at all hours and be an 

attraction to undesirable activities.  

6. Will the proposed gasoline service station result in an increase in crime in the area? Concerns 

raised about possible increase of violence in surrounding neighborhoods. 

7. Will the proposed gasoline service station increase noise levels compared to other permitted 

land uses? 

8. Does a gasoline service station generate more traffic than other permitted land uses? 

9. How does a gasoline service station contribute to or benefit the surrounding neighborhoods? 

Design Comments (gasoline service station): 

10. Is the proposed buffering along the south property line of the proposed gasoline service station 

adequate? If not, then what alternative buffering is sufficient and can be accommodated (e.g., 

fencing, walls, plantings) and where (e.g., on subject property, on adjacent properties)? 

11. Are the proposed curb cut locations sufficient/safe as proposed on to old 146th Street and new 

146th Street? 

12. Can the canopy and pumps be located to minimize the impact on properties to the south? 

13. Can the number of pumps be reduced (e.g., from 16 to 12)? Concern that proposed 16 pumps 

would have more of a “truck stop” character than neighborhood fueling station. 

14. Can the canopy be connected to the convenience store to provide the desired character and 

customer protection from the weather elements? 

15. Can the canopy colors be modified to brown or another color to match the masonry to blend 

and provide a more “upscale” appearance, rather than the illustrated white? 

Design Comments (overall commercial area): 

16. Are the currently applicable standards (e.g., SR32 Overlay) appropriate?  If not, then what is an 

acceptable alternative design for the commercial area? 
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17. If a “village” design theme is deemed appropriate, then what does that look like?  Comments 

provided by neighbors have included the following:  

a) Architecture: 

 Matching Harmony’s single-family residential homes.   

 Inclusion of roof overhangs around all building facades to provide pedestrian 

cover from weather. 

 Inclusion of dormers. 

 Inclusion of columns with masonry bases. 

 Attention to window detail, trim and sizes. 

 Not typical suburban strip development architecture.  

 Brighter siding colors similar to Harmony’s single-family homes. 

 Variety of colors, materials and designs features. 

 Examples attached.   Spring Mill Station CVS also suggested as an example. 

b) Site Design: 

 Incorporate a central space of the development with a pedestrian focus (e.g., 

green space or gathering node). 

 Incorporate additional pedestrian corridors, and not just the perimeter 

“corridors passing by on the fringe of the space”. 

 Orient buildings toward the interior of the site, rather than to the perimeter. 

 Additional landscaping incorporated beyond current minimum requirements. 

b) Land Uses:  

 Reduce or restrict auto-oriented land uses.   

 Desired land uses suggested by neighbor includes: fine dining establishment 

(e.g., Olive Garden, Red Lobster, Mark Pi's China Gate, Cheesecake Factory; 

perhaps even an MCL; nice neighborhood bar and grill (e.g., Applebee's); 

upscale ice cream shop (e.g., Handel's, Cold Stone Creamery); upscale coffee 

café (e.g., Craven, Hubbard, Starbucks); upscale brunch café (e.g., Patachou's); 

upscale deli (e.g., Allistair's); Trader Joe's; spa salon; upscale barber shop. 

c) Lighting: 

 Can signs be externally lit with decorative lighting (e.g., gooseneck) and not 

internally or back lit? 

 What can be done to prevent light pollution? 
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Issues/Comments in Response to Harmony PUD District Amendment 
 
The  list  below  includes  issues  that were  raised  in  the written  comments  submitted  to  the  Economic and 
Community Development Department in response to the revisions submitted for the August 1, 2016, Plan 
Commission  meeting,  and  issues  presented  during  the  meeting.  Duplicate  or  similar  issues  have  been 
consolidated and simplified for purposes of this list.  
 
General Comments (gasoline service station): 

1. What has changed since the existing PUD Ordinance was adopted that would support allowing a 
gasoline service station? A gasoline service station  is not a prohibited use per the Harmony PUD.  
Per the Harmony PUD it is a Special Exception which would require consideration by the Board of 
Zoning Appeals  to be permitted on  the Property.  To  this  end,  the Giant  Eagle  is  requesting  a 
PUD Amendment  to permit a  fuel  station  (with a convenience  store  and  food service)  on  the 
property  placing  the  question  of  allowing  the  proposed  use within  the jurisdiction of the Plan 
Commission and ultimately the City Council which  is consistent with the custom  and  practice  of 
the City  regarding proposals  located within PUD Districts. Further, Giant Eagle  is not  asking for 
modification of all the uses contained in the Harmony PUD, but is only asking to permit fuel  sales 
to  allow  the  proposed  development  which  as  noted  above  includes much more  than  just  a 
typical  fuel station.   Specifically regarding the GetGo:  GetGo is a “high end” very well designed 
convenience  store with  fuel  sales.  GetGo  is  not  the  typical  fuel  station  that  exists  in  other 
locations.  GetGo  provides  a  friendly,  inviting place  for  its  customers  to purchase  convenience 
items they need to help get them through their  day, such as subs, sandwiches, salads and other 
made  to  order  food  items—  all made  from  fresh,  premium  ingredients.  GetGo  also  provides 
everyday  staples  such  as  snacks,  drinks,  candy  and  coffee. GetGo  is more  than a gas  station. 
The GetGo  store  experience  is  focused  on  delivering  the  best  in  fresh  foods  quickly made  to 
order, high quality 100%  guaranteed  fuels  and  a  variety  of  convenience  services  in  a  friendly 
and  inviting  atmosphere  that  breaks  from  the  traditional  “convenience  store”  stereotype. 
GetGo customers also benefit  from a wide range of convenience offerings  including  free air  for 
vehicle  tires,  free Wi‐Fi, DVD  rentals,  lotter,  surcharge  free ATM,  retailer gift cards, an  in‐store 
wireless  center with  no‐contract  phones  and  prepaid wireless  cards,  and  bright  and  spacious 
restrooms.  In addition  to  the above, GetGo has a partnership with  the Market District grocery 
stores  which  allow  them  to  offer  local  in  store  pick  up  at  the  proposed  GetGo  of  on‐line 
grocery  orders  placed  with  the  Market District  located  in  neighboring  Carmel,  Indiana.    The 
building  revisions  include  a  design which  is  residential  in  character  and  that will  be  added  to 
the  text  amendment  once  finalized.  Additional  revisions  have  been made  to  the  plans which 
incorporate the canopy design, dumpster enclosure, enhanced landscaping and a screen wall.  The 
plans  for  the area on  the  west  side  of  the  site  include  landscaping,  path  and  sidewalks  and 
additional outdoor  seating and  pedestrian amenities. 

2. Will  the proposed gasoline  service  station negatively  impact  the property values of  surrounding 
residential homes? It is the Applicant’s opinion that a gasoline service station with a convenience 
store use would not impact property values any more than the other types of permitted uses that 
are currently allowed to be developed on the real estate. 

Environmental / Operational Comments (gasoline service station): 

3. What  are  the  potential  health  and  environmental  risks  associated  with  the  gasoline  service 
station?  It is possible that a release of gasoline product to the environment and offsite migration 
via groundwater drinking water wells could possibly occur over a  long  term period of  time, but 
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only if the if the release were to go undetected and unremediated. 

4. What protections would be  installed  for underground  tanks? Underground storage  tanks will be 
double walled fiberglass with continuously monitored (remotely) interstitial seal that will report an 
alarm  in  event  of  any  liquid  entering  the  secondary  containment  seal).    Inventory  levels  are 
continuously monitored for any potential leaks.  Further, Get Go is required to comply with all the 
stringent  federal, state and  local regulations related  to  the operation of a  fuel station,  including 
and not limited to safety and remedial requirements.  

5. Can the hours of operation be restricted?  Concerns raised that 24‐hour operations (e.g., gasoline 
service  station,  pharmacy)  will  result  in  transitory  traffic  at  all  hours  and  be  an  attraction  to 
undesirable activities.  GetGo desires to operate on 24 hour a day basis, as the proposed use is not 
a destination type use but rather one that primarily services the community and traffic already on 
the adjoining roadway network. 

6. Will  the proposed  gasoline  service  station  result  in  an  increase  in  crime  in  the  area? Concerns 
raised  about  possible  increase  of  violence  in  surrounding  neighborhoods.  The  proposed  use  is 
unlikely to result in increased crime, as compared to the other permitted uses that could currently 
operate  on  the  property,  as  the  gasoline  service  station  and  convenience  store  customers  are 
predominantly from the surrounding community and most likely already on the adjoining roadway 
network, as this type of use  is a destination type of use. Further, customers from outside of the 
community  are  likely  to  be  other  individuals  or  vendors  that  are  in  the  community  servicing 
residences and businesses in community (i.e. landscapers, contractors, delivery vendors, etc.). 

7. Will the proposed gasoline service station increase noise levels compared to other permitted land 
uses?  Noise levels would be similar to other commercials uses that are currently permitted on the 
property. 

8. Does a gasoline service station generate more traffic than other permitted land uses? The ITE trip 
generation  studies  indicate  that  nearly  50%  of  traffic  frequenting  gasoline  services  are  passby 
diverted trips (i.e.vehicles on the roadway already decide to divert to the gasoline service station 
to utilize their services).  

9. How does a gasoline service station contribute  to or benefit  the surrounding neighborhoods? A 
gasoline service station with a convenience store provides a convenient location to obtain fuel and 
fresh made to order and convenience type food items.  The Applicant believes that this alternate 
use is more preferable and beneficial to the residents that surround this area as compared to the 
possible types of fast food restaurants that could be developed on the real estate as a permitted 
use. 

Design Comments (gasoline service station): 

10. Is the proposed buffering along  the south property  line of the proposed gasoline service station 
adequate?  If not,  then what  alternative buffering  is  sufficient and  can be  accommodated  (e.g., 
fencing, walls, plantings)  and where  (e.g., on  subject property, on  adjacent  properties)? Please 
reference  the updated drawings, which  including additional  screening via  increased  landscaping 
and the inclusion of a screen wall.  

11. Are  the proposed curb cut  locations sufficient/safe as proposed on  to old 146th Street and new 
146th Street? Yes – the proposed access to the site has been reviewed  in detail by the municipal 
departments that have jurisdiction over  the adjacent roadways.  
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12. Can  the canopy and pumps be  located  to minimize  the  impact on properties  to  the south? The 
orientation  of  the  short  side  of  duel  pumps  is  configured  to minimize  impact  to  the  adjoining 
properties.  

13. Can  the number of pumps be  reduced  (e.g.,  from 16  to 12)? Concern  that proposed 16 pumps 
would have more of a “truck stop” character than neighborhood  fueling station. The number of 
pumps were designed and planned to avoid queuing and congestion  issues on site for customers 
waiting to use the fuel pumps. 

14. Can  the  canopy  be  connected  to  the  convenience  store  to  provide  the  desired  character  and 
customer protection  from the weather elements? Separate structures are proposed to minimize 
the mass of the canopy and to deemphasize predominance of that feature from an architectural 
perspective. 

15. Can the canopy colors be modified to brown or another color to match the masonry to blend and 
provide a more “upscale” appearance, rather than the illustrated white? Please reference updated 
elevations related to the canopy design which address this issue. 

Design Comments (overall commercial area): 

16. Are the currently applicable standards (e.g., SR32 Overlay) appropriate? The Applicant’s opinion is 
that the SR 32 Overlay standards are not the most appropriate design standards for this site, but 

recognizes that this was the design theme established by the original PUD approval.  Further, the 

Applicant was encouraged and recommended to utilize this design theme in designing the Get Go 

building.  If  not,  then what  is  an  acceptable  alternative  design  for  the  commercial  area?    The 

Applicant has worked with  the Planning Staff  to establish an architectural design  theme  for  the 

overall commercial area of the Harmony PUD.   The revised building renderings for the proposed   

Get Go and CVS buildings are designed to meet this newly established architectural theme which 

draws  its  design  ques  from  the  residential  design  themes  of  the  homes  to  be  constructed  in 

Harmony  (see revised  language  in PUD Text Amendment that addresses  this  issue).   The goal of 

newly designed CVS and Get Go buildings was to complement the architectural requirements of 

the  Harmony  Neighborhood  homes  to  give  the  commercial  area  a  more  “residential”  or 

“neighborhood” feel.   The Applicant believes the building design that  is proposed for the Get Go 

and CVS will complement the multifamily and single family homes to be constructed in Harmony. 

17. If  a  “village”  design  theme  is  deemed  appropriate,  then what  does  that  look  like?   Comments 
provided  by  neighbors  have  included  the  following:  This  design  would  include  similar 
characteristics  to  residential  homes  and  proposed  apartment  buildings  for Harmony  (i.e.  brick, 
stone, clapboard, pitch roof look, 4 sided architecture, etc.)  

a) Architecture: 

 Matching  Harmony’s  single‐family  residential  homes.    Please  see  the  revised 
building elevations for Get Go and CVS. 

 Inclusion  of  roof  overhangs  around  all  building  facades  to  provide  pedestrian 
cover  from  weather.  Yes,  generally  more  overhangs  have  been  provided  to 
establish  areas  for  pedestrians  to  obtain  cover  from weather  and  for  outdoor 
seating. 

 Inclusion  of  dormers.    These  have  been  implemented  where  applicable  and 
depending on the building use, as reflected  in the revised building elevations for 
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Get Go and CVS. 

 Inclusion of columns with masonry bases. Yes, depending on building size.  We’ve 
incorporated these on the Get Go and CVS building design and have used columns 
to help break up the façade. 

 Attention to window detail, trim and sizes.  Yes, larger windows were used to give 
more of a “neighborhood” feel. 

 Not  typical  suburban  strip  development  architecture.  Yes,  see  revised  building 
elevations  for Get Go  and CVS,  as well  as  addition  to  text of PUD Amendment 
request  to  establish  an  overall  architectural  design  theme  for  the  Commercial 
Area.  

 Brighter siding colors similar to Harmony’s single‐family homes.  

 Variety of colors, materials and designs  features.   Yes,  to help with breaking up 
commercial structures. 

b) Examples attached.   Spring Mill Station CVS also suggested as an example.  The Applicant 
took under consideration these examples and  implemented where appropriate elements 
from these examples, as wells as the existing Harmony homes and applied many of them 
to the CVS and Get Go design revisions.  

c) Site Design:   The Applicant’s goal with  the redesign of  the Get Go and CVS buildings, as 
well with the addition of text to the PUD Amendment to establish an architectural design 
theme, was  to make commercial area more pedestrian  friendly  for all neighborhoods  in 
the area.  The frontage road, pedestrian walkways and greenspace areas provided should 
all go toward the goal of making the area pedestrian friendly and convenient to neighbors.  
Obviously  the  investment  for  the  single  and  multifamily  areas  are  significant.    The 
Developer wants to foster and encourage businesses that will support the needs of area 
residents and businesses that will hopefully be operating in the area long term. 

 Incorporate  a  central  space  of  the  development with  a  pedestrian  focus  (e.g., 
green space or gathering node). Included in Get Go design. 

 Incorporate additional pedestrian corridors, and not just the perimeter “corridors 
passing by on the fringe of the space”.  Included in both CVS and Get Go design. 

 Orient buildings toward the interior of the site, rather than to the perimeter.  The 
Applicant has designed the Get Go and CVS buildings with 4 sided architecture so 
the buildings will be oriented to the main thoroughfare on the South side. 

 Additional  landscaping  incorporated  beyond  current  minimum  requirements.  
Included in plans. 

b) Land Uses: The goal  Is  to provide uses and businesses  that  can provide  services  to  the 
neighborhood and businesses that will operate successfully and for the long term  (many 
of which are named below).  

 Reduce or restrict auto‐oriented land uses.   

 Desired land uses suggested by neighbor includes: fine dining establishment (e.g., 
Olive Garden,  Red  Lobster, Mark  Pi's  China Gate,  Cheesecake  Factory;  perhaps 
even an MCL; nice neighborhood bar and grill (e.g., Applebee's); upscale ice cream 
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shop  (e.g.,  Handel's,  Cold  Stone  Creamery);  upscale  coffee  café  (e.g.,  Craven, 
Hubbard,  Starbucks);  upscale  brunch  café  (e.g.,  Patachou's);  upscale  deli  (e.g., 
Allistair's); Trader Joe's; spa salon; upscale barber shop. 

d) Lighting: 

 Can  signs  be  externally  lit  with  decorative  lighting  (e.g.,  gooseneck)  and  not 
internally or back lit?  The revisions to the text of the Amended Ordinance address 
this issue for Area B. 

 What can be done to prevent light pollution?  Please review the photometric plan 
on file.  The Lighting plan will meet all code and ordinance requirements. 
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“Village” Design Theme Examples: 
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Petition Number:  1510-DDP-17 

Subject Site Address: 16414 Towne Road 

Petitioner:   Crown Castle  

Request: Development Plan approval of a new wireless communication service 
facility.  

Current Zoning: AG-SF1   

Current Land Use: Residential 

Approximate Acreage: 34.2 acres +/- (parent property) 
 10,000 square feet (lease area) 
 
Zoning History: 1510-SE-03 – Special Exception (approved, July 12, 2016) 
 

Exhibits: 1. Staff Report 
2. Location Map  
3. Detailed Development Plan 
4. Statement of Need and Coverage Maps 

 
    
Staff Reviewer:   Kevin M. Todd, AICP 
 

PROCEDURAL: 

Approval of a Detailed Development Plan must be granted if the submitted plans demonstrate 
compliance with the terms of the underlying zoning district, subdivision control ordinance and/or 
applicable PUD District Ordinance, and variances associated with the site, and any commitments 
associated with the site. 

This petition received a public hearing at the August 15, 2016, Advisory Plan Commission (the “APC”) 
meeting. Notice of the August 15, 2016 APC meeting was provided in accordance with Indiana law and 
the APC’s Rules of Procedure. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Location:  The subject parent property is approximately 34.2 acres +/- in size and located at 16414 Towne 
Road (see Exhibit 2) (the “Property”).  The Property is zoned AG-SF1 and currently contains a residential 
structure.  The surrounding adjacent properties to the north, west, and east are zoned AG-SF1 and are 
large-lot, rural-residential/agricultural in nature and use.  Adjacent property to the south is zoned SF-2 
and is currently pending plat approval for a residential subdivision called Bent Creek.   
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Wireless Communication Service Facilities are permitted by Special Exception within the AG-SF1 zoning 
classification.  The request is to allow a Wireless Communication Service Facility on the Property. 

Project Description: In order to provide a certain level of wireless communication service within this 
area of Westfield, new antenna equipment is needed.  There are no existing nearby co-location options 
that could accommodate the volume of equipment needed to affect the service level, so a new tower 
would be needed in order to install new equipment.  The proposal is to install a new monopole tower 
that is 168 feet tall (including lighting rod) and ancillary equipment building(s) on the Property.   
Proposed access to the tower and equipment would be within an access and utility easement from 
Towne Road.  The proposal indicates fencing and landscaping would be installed around the perimeter 
of the lease area for the tower.   

As proposed, the tower would be over 200 feet from any property line, which exceeds with the setback 
requirements of the Wireless Communication Service Facilities ordinance (Article 6.20).  The tower 
would also be approximately 475 feet from the nearest building (which is the residential building on the 
Property).   

Special Exception Approval:  On July 12, 2016, the Board of Zoning Appeals approved a Special Exception 
request (1510-SE-03) to allow the proposed tower on the subject property.  There were no conditions 
associated with the Board’s approval.     

Comprehensive Plan:  The Comprehensive Plan identifies this Property within the “New Suburban” land 
use classification.  Single-family residential land uses are recommended in this area of the community.   
 

 

WESTFIELD UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE: 

Zoning Districts (Chapter 4) 

AG-SF1 District (Article 4.2) 

1. Permitted Uses 

Comment:  COMPLANT (per 1510-SE-03 approval on July 12, 2016) 

 

2. Minimum Lot Area = 3 acres 

Comment:  COMPLIANT  

 

3. Minimum Lot Frontage = 250 feet  

Comment:  COMPLIANT  

 

4. Minimum Building Setback Lines 

a. Front Yard = 100  

Comment:  Not Applicable.  Superseded by Wireless Communication Service Facility 

Standards. 
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b. Side Yard = 30 feet  

Comment:  Not Applicable.  Superseded by Wireless Communication Service Facility 

Standards. 

c. Rear Yard = 30 feet  

Comment:  Not Applicable.  Superseded by Wireless Communication Service Facility 

Standards. 

 

5. Minimum Lot Width = 100 feet  

Comment:  COMPLIANT 

 

6. Maximum Building Height = 2.5 stories  

Comment:  Not Applicable  

 

7. Minimum Living Area  

Comment:  Not Applicable 

 

Overlay Districts (Chapter 5) – Not Applicable 

 

Development Standards (Chapter 6)  

Landscaping Standards (Article 6.8) – Not Applicable 

Lot Standards (Article 6.10) 

8. All Lots shall abut on a Street or Private Street and shall have a minimum Lot Frontage as set 
forth by the Zoning District or Overlay District.  
Comment:  COMPLIANT       
 

9. Residential Corner Lots shall be of sufficient width to permit appropriate Building Setback Lines 

and driveway setbacks from both Streets. 

Comment:  Not Applicable       

 
Setback Standards (Article 6.16) 
 

Comment:  COMPLIANT       
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Vision Clearance Standards (Article 6.19) 
 

Comment:  COMPLIANT       

 

Wireless Communication Service Facilities (Article 6.20) 

10. An Applicant for a Wireless Communication Service Facility must demonstrate that they 
have exhausted all efforts to locate the proposed facilities upon existing antenna support 
structures in the geographical area of the proposed Wireless Communication Service 
Facility, which shall include submitting a master plan for their Wireless Communication 
Service Facilities throughout the Planning Jurisdiction of the Plan Commission. The master 
plan should show efforts to minimize the size and number of antenna support structures 
throughout the geographical area, taking into consideration existing technology.  
Comment:  COMPLIANT.  See Exhibit 4.  

 
 

11. The height of the antenna support structure shall not exceed two hundred (200) feet.  

Comment:  COMPLIANT (168 feet).   

 

12. The antenna support structure shall be set back a minimum of forty (40) feet from the Lot Line, 

unless the adjoining Lot is zoned or used for a residential use. If the antenna support structure 

adjoins a Lot which is zoned or used for residential use, then the setback shall not be less than 

the height of the support structure.  

Comment:   

 North (Residential) = 168’ required = COMPLIANT 

 West (Residential) = 168’ required = COMPLIANT 

 East (Recreational) = 40’ required = COMPLIANT 

 South (Residential) = 168’ required = COMPLIANT 

 

13. Except as required by the Federal Aviation Administration or Federal Communications 

Commission, the antenna support structure shall not be illuminated by any artificial means and 

shall not display strobe lights.  

Comment:  Acknowledged 

 

14. No Signs or advertising shall be placed upon an antenna support structure and associated 

equipment buildings or structures.  

Comment:  COMPLIANT  
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15. The support structure and any antenna located on the support structure must be designed to 

blend into the surrounding environment through the use of color and camouflaging 

architectural treatment.  

Comment:  COMPLIANT.   

 

16. All utility buildings and structures accessory to the antenna support structure must be 

architecturally designed to blend into the surrounding area.  

Comment:  Not Applicable.  Will be reviewed for compliance during subsequent applications 

for any associated structure.   

 

17. A Landscape Plan for the Wireless Communication Service Facility shall be submitted with the 

application and shall be substantially similar to landscaping required for other uses in Business 

or Industrial Districts.  

Comment:  See “Landscaping Standards” (Article 6.8) section above.   

 

18. All Wireless Communication Service Facilities shall be designed structurally, electrically, and in 

all other respects to accommodate the user’s equipment and the equipment of at least two (2) 

additional service providers.  

Comment:  COMPLIANT 

 

19. A qualified and licensed engineer must approve the design of the antenna support structure and 

certify that it is constructed to comply with the requirements set out in this Article.  

Comment:  Will be reviewed at time of permitting. 

 

20. All applications shall include a notarized letter of intent committing the antenna support 

structure owner or lessee on behalf of themselves and their successors in interest that the 

antenna support structure shall be shared with additional users if the additional user(s) agrees 

to meet reasonable terms and conditions of shared use.  

Comment:  Will be reviewed at time of permitting. 

 

21. No transmissions from a Wireless Communication Service Facility shall interfere with any 

existing public safety communications.  

Comment:  Acknowledged.  

DESIGN STANDARDS (Chapter 8) 

22. Easement Standards (Article 8.3)  
Comment:  COMPLIANT 
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23. Pedestrian Network Standards (Article 8.7) 

Comment:  Not Applicable 

 

24. Street and Right-of-Way Standards (Article 8.9) 

Comment:  Not Applicable.  

 

25. Surety Standards (Article 8.12) 

Comment:  Not Applicable.  

 

26. Utility Standards (Article 8.13) 

Comment:  COMPLIANT 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS: 

1. The Detailed Development Plan complies with the applicable zoning ordinances. 
 

2. Recommendation: The Department recommends approving the petition as presented. 
 

3. If any APC member has questions prior to the public hearing, please contact Kevin Todd 
at ktodd@westfield.in.gov or 317.379.6467. 

 
 

mailto:ktodd@westfield.in.gov
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throughout the coverage area.   
 
Since  collocation  is  generally  the most  cost‐effective means  for  prompt  deployment  of  new 
facilities, Verizon Wireless makes  every  effort  to  investigate  the  feasibility  for  using  existing 
towers or other tall structures for collocation when designing a new site or system expansion. 
However, collocation on an existing tower or tall structure is not always feasible due to location 
of existing  cell  sites. Cell  sites are placed  in a way  so  they provide  smooth hand off  to each 
other and are placed at  some distance  from each other  to eliminate  too much overlap. Too 
much overlap may result in a waste of resources and raise a system capacity overload concern.   
 
The 161st and Towne site will allow Verizon Wireless to provide continuous coverage in the city 
and along portions of major roadways in its vicinity. The site will provide the quality coverage 
our customers expect and rely on. Customers will experience access to mobile voice and 
wireless data services that may have been previously unavailable, and support Homeland 
Security through enhanced 911 services. 
 
This cell site has been designed, and will be constructed and operated in a manner that satisfies 
regulations and requirements of all applicable governmental agencies that have been charged 
with regulating tower specifications, operation, construction, and placement, including the FAA 
and FCC.     
 
RF exposure readings at this site in the accessible areas would be well below the applicable 
limits for FCC Uncontrolled/General Population and FCC Controlled/Occupational environments 
as outlined in 47 CFR 1.1301 through 1.1319. The site would carry appropriate RF exposure 
signage to the public entering the site area. 
 
This site would transmit frequencies within the licensed frequency bands and the power 

limitations set by FCC regulatory authority. The site will go through a complete rigorous 

regulatory process before it comes on‐air to provide service to our customers. 

 

Verizon Wireless currently holds multiple FCC licenses in Hamilton County in order to provide 

multiple forms of wireless services to its current and prospective customers.   

 

RF Engineer, Verizon Wireless   

Sincerely, 
 
Christopher Britt
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Docket Number:  1609-PUD-14 (Ordinance No. 16-26) 

Petitioner:   Matthew and Teresa Skelton 

Request: A change in zoning from the SF3: Single-Family Medium Density 
District to the Junction North Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
District. 

Current Zoning: SF3: Single-Family Medium Density District 

Current Land Use:  Single-family residential   

Acreage:   1.55 acres +/-  

Exhibits:  
1. Staff Report 
2. Location Map  
3. Concept Plan 
4. Illustrative Character Exhibit 
5. Junction North PUD Ordinance (Ord. 16-26) 

 
Staff Reviewer:  Kevin M. Todd, AICP 

 

PETITION HISTORY: 

This petition was introduced at the August 8, 2016, City Council meeting.   The petition will 
receive a public hearing at the September 6, 2016, Advisory Plan Commission (the “APC”) 
meeting.  

 

PROJECT OVERVIEW: 

Project Location:  The petitioner is requesting a change in zoning to the Junction North Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) District for approximately 1.55 acres +/-, located at the southwest 
corner of Hoover Street and Union Street in Downtown Westfield (see Exhibit 2).  Property to the 
west is zoned SF-3 and is a city park (Asa Bales Park).  Property to the south is zoned SF-3 and is 
residentially used.  Property to the east is zoned SF-3 and is a commercially used (hair salon) and 
residentially used.  Property to the north is zoned GB-PD and EI and is a public school (Westfield 
High School). 

 

ZONING REQUEST: 

The petitioner requests this change in zoning to allow for a residential subdivision on the subject 
property.  The subdivision would include five (5) residential lots.  
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Default Standards and Permitted Uses:  The Junction North PUD Ordinance (the “PUD 
Ordinance”) (see Exhibit 5) defaults to the SF3: Single Family Medium Density District as the 
Underlying Zoning District.   

Development Standards:  As proposed, the PUD Ordinance defaults to the Development and 
Design Standards as identified in the Westfield-Washington Township Unified Development 
Ordinance, but includes some modifications to accommodate the proposal.   A summary of the 
proposed modifications are as follows:  

 SF-3 Requirement (per UDO) Junction North PUD 

Minimum Lot Area 12,000 SF 7,000 SF 

Front Yard Setback 20 feet 10 feet 

Side Yard Setback 10 feet 5 feet 

Rear Yard Setback 30 feet 10 feet 

Minimum Lot Width 90 feet (corner lots) 

80 feet (all other lots) 

60 feet 

 

Architectural Enhancements:  The proposed Junction North PUD includes architectural and 
building design requirements that exceed what the UDO would otherwise require for and SF-3 
subdivision.  The proposed PUD standards include the following: 

1. Homes are required to be substantially consistent with style and character of the homes 
represented in the illustrative character exhibits of the PUD Ordinance; 

2. Front doors are required to face Hoover Street, with the exception of the corner lot (Lot 
1) – the front door on that building is required to face Union Street.  

3. All homes are required to include a sizable front porch (minimum of 36 square-feet in 
size, and a minimum of 4 feet deep); 

4. Garages on Lots 2-5 are allowed to be either side, rear, or front loaded.  However, if they 
are front loaded, then the garage is required to be setback at least 20 feet behind the 
front elevation of the home.  Garage doors are not allowed to face Union Street on Lot 1. 

5. Vinyl and aluminum are not permitted, except for gutters, soffits, trim, and other similar 
features.   

Design Standards and Processes:  The proposed Junction North PUD would modify the UDO 
standards by allowing the existing 5-foot sidewalk to remain instead of requiring an 8-foot 
roadside pathway.  A five-foot sidewalk is consistent with what is anticipated for most areas of 
Downtown Westfield.  The PUD Ordinance also would not require open space as a part of this 
subdivision, and it would require the Minor Subdivision process to be followed when subdividing 
the property.     
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Comprehensive Plan:   The Grand Junction Implementation Plan, an addendum to the 
Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan (the “Comprehensive Plan”), identifies 
this property as being largely within the “Union Sub-District” of Downtown Westfield.  The 
Union Sub-District sections focus on maintaining mature trees, preserving the historical 
residential architectural/character of the street, and encouraging any new structures to mimic 
the existing historic/residential character of the area1.  The Comprehensive Plan is not law; 
rather, it is intended to serve as a guide in making land use decisions. 

The petitioner met with the Grand Junction Task Group on August 2, 2016 to discuss how the 
proposal fits with the Grand Junction Master Plan/Grand Junction Implementation Plan and 
received the group’s support.   

 

PROCEDURAL: 

Public Hearing:  Planned Unit Development (PUD) Districts are required to be considered at a 
public hearing by the Plan Commission.  The public hearing for this petition is scheduled for the 
September 6, 2016, Plan Commission meeting.  Notice of the public hearing was provided in 
accordance with Indiana law and the Plan Commission’s Rules of Procedure.   

Statutory Considerations:   

Indiana Code 36-7-4-603 states that in the consideration of zoning ordinance amendments and 
zone map changes that reasonable regard shall be paid to: 

1. The Comprehensive Plan. 
2. Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses. 
3. The most desirable use for which the land is adapted. 
4. The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction. 
5. Responsible growth and development. 

 

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS: 

1. Action:  Hold a public hearing at the September 6, 2016 Plan Commission meeting.    

2. If any Plan Commission member has questions prior to the public hearing, then please 
contact Kevin Todd at 317.379.6467 or ktodd@westfield.in.gov.  

                                                           
1 Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan, Appendix I (Grand Junction Implementation Plan, 2013). 

mailto:ktodd@westfield.in.gov
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ORDINANCE NUMBER 16-29 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WESTFIELD AND WASHINGTON 

TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA CONCERNING AMENDMENT TO 

THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 

This is a Planned Unit Development District Ordinance (to be known as the “JUNCTION 

NORTH PUD DISTRICT”) to amend the Unified Development Ordinance of the City of 

Westfield and Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Unified Development 

Ordinance"), enacted by the City of Westfield pursuant to its authority under the laws of the State 

of Indiana, Ind. Code § 36-7-4 et seq., as amended. 

WHEREAS, the City of Westfield, Indiana (the "City") and the Township of Washington, 

both of Hamilton County, Indiana are subject to the Unified Development Ordinance; 

WHEREAS, the Westfield-Washington Advisory Plan Commission (the "Commission") 

considered a petition (Petition No. 1609-PUD-14), requesting an amendment to the Unified 

Development Ordinance and to the Zoning Map with regard to the subject real estate more 

particularly described in Exhibit A, attached hereto (the "Real Estate"); 

WHEREAS, the Commission forwarded Petition No.  1609-PUD-14  to the Common 

Council of the City of Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Common Council") with a 

recommendation (#-#) in accordance with Indiana Code § 36-7-4-608, as required by Indiana Code 

§ 36-7-4-1505; 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Commission certified the action of the Commission to 

the Common Council on _________, 2016;  

WHEREAS, the Common Council is subject to the provisions of the Indiana Code §36- 

7-4-1507 and Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1512 concerning any action on this request; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of 

Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana, meeting in regular session, that the Unified Development 

Ordinance and Zoning Map are hereby amended as follows: 

  



Junction North PUD District 

 

 

Page | 2 

Section 1. Applicability of Ordinance. 

1.1 The Unified Development Ordinance and Zoning Map are hereby changed to 

designate the Real Estate as a Planned Unit Development District to be known 

as the "Junction North PUD District" (the “District”). 

1.2 Development of the Real Estate shall be governed by (i) the provisions of this 

Ordinance and its exhibits, and (ii) the provisions of the Unified Development 

Ordinance, as amended and applicable to the Underlying Zoning District or a 

Planned Unit Development District, except as modified, revised, supplemented 

or expressly made inapplicable by this Ordinance. 

1.3 Chapter (“Chapter”) and Article (“Article”) cross-references of this Ordinance 

shall hereafter refer to the section as specified and referenced in the Unified 

Development Ordinance. 

1.4 All provisions and representations of the Unified Development Ordinance that 

conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby made inapplicable to 

the Real Estate and shall be superseded by the terms of this Ordinance. 

Section 2. Definitions. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined in this Ordinance shall 

have the meanings ascribed to them in the Unified Development Ordinance. 

Section 3. Concept Plan. The concept plan, attached hereto as Exhibit B (the “Concept 

Plan”), is hereby incorporated in accordance with Article 10.9(F)(2) Planned 

Unit Development Districts; PUD District Ordinance Requirements; Concept 

Plan.   The Real Estate shall be developed in substantial compliance with the 

Concept Plan.  

Section 4. Underlying Zoning District(s).  The Underlying Zoning District of this District 

shall be the SF-3:  Single-Family Medium Density District (the “Underlying 

Zoning District”). 

Section 5. General Regulations.  The standards of Chapter 4: Zoning Districts, as 

applicable to the Underlying Zoning District, shall apply to the development of 

the District, except as otherwise modified below. 

5.1 Minimum Lot Area:  7,000 square feet 

5.2 Minimum Building Setback Lines: 

A. Front Yard:  10 feet 

B. Side Yard:  5 feet 

C. Rear Yard:  10 feet 

5.3 Minimum Lot Width:  60 feet 
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Section 6. Development Standards. 

6.1 Homes constructed on the Real Estate shall be substantially consistent with the 

architectural style and character represented in the illustrative exhibits included 

as Exhibit C (the “Illustrative Exhibits”), attached hereto. 

6.2 The front door of a residential dwelling on Lot 1, as identified on the Concept 

Plan, shall face North Union Street.  The front doors of residential dwellings on 

all other Lots shall face West Hoover Street. 

6.3 All homes constructed on the Lots shall incorporate a prominent front porch 

with a minimum depth of four (4) feet and minimum size of thirty-six (36) 

square feet. 

6.4 Garages on Lots 2, 3, 4 and 5 shall be:  (1) side-load, (2) rear-load, or (3) front-

load (as long as the garage is setback a minimum of twenty (20) feet behind the 

primary front elevation).  Garage door(s) on Lot 1 shall not be permitted to face 

North Union Street. 

6.5 Vinyl and aluminum shall not be permitted exterior building materials, except 

for gutters, soffits, trim and other similar building components. 

Section 7. Design Standards.  The standards of Chapter 8: Design Standards shall apply 

to the development of the District, except as otherwise modified below. 

7.1 Article 8.6 Open Space and Amenity Standards:  shall not apply. 

7.2 Article 8.7(D) Perimeter/External Pedestrian Network Standards:  Sidewalks 

currently exist along North Union Street and West Hoover Street.  As a result, no 

additional pedestrian facilities shall be required. 

7.3 Article 8.9 Street and Right-of-Way Standards:  The District shall comply with 

requirements of the Thoroughfare Plan unless otherwise agreed by the Director of 

the Westfield Department of Public Works.  The District shall be designed in 

substantial compliance with the Concept Plan.  Each Lot in the District shall be 

accessed from West Hoover Street. 

Section 8. Processes & Permits.  The standards of Chapter 10: Processes & Permits shall 

apply to the development of the District, except as otherwise modified below. 

8.1 Article 10.12 Subdivision:  The subdividing of the Real Estate in accordance with 

the Concept Plan shall be a Minor Subdivision. 
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ALL OF WHICH IS ORDAINED/RESOLVED THIS ## DAY OF ________, 2016. 

 

WESTFIELD CITY COUNCIL 

 

Voting For        Voting Against  Abstain  

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Jim Ake    Jim Ake   Jim Ake 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

James J. Ewards   James J. Edwards  James J. Edwards 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Steven Hoover    Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Robert L. Horkay   Robert L. Horkay  Robert L. Horkay 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Mark F. Keen    Mark F. Keen   Mark F. Keen 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Charles Lehman   Charles Lehman  Charles Lehman 

 

 

______________________  ___________________ __________________ 

Cindy L. Spoljaric   Cindy L. Spoljaric  Cindy L. Spoljaric 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________ 

Cindy Gossard, Clerk Treasurer 
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I hereby certify that ORDINANCE 16-29 was delivered to the Mayor of Westfield  

 

on the _______ day of _________, 2016, at _______ ____ m. 

 

__________________________  

Cindy Gossard, Clerk-Treasurer 
 

 

 

 

 

I hereby APPROVE ORDINANCE 16-29 

 

this ______ day of ___________, 2016. 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 

I hereby VETO ORDINANCE 16-29 

 

this ______ day of _________, 2016. 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document prepared by:  Matthew S. and Teresa O. Skelton 

547 N. Union Street, Westfield, IN  46074 

 

I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that I have taken reasonable care to redact each Social 

Security number in this document, unless required by law (Matthew S. Skelton). 
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SCHEDULE OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A Real Estate (Legal Description) 

Exhibit B Concept Plan 

Exhibit C Illustrative Exhibits 
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EXHIBIT A 

REAL ESTATE 
 

Parcel A 

A PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 36, TOWNSHIP 19 NORTH, 

RANGE 3 EAST OF THE SECOND PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN HAMILTON COUNTY, 

INDIANA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID QUARTER SECTION; THENCE 

SOUTH 0 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST (ASSUMED BASIS OF 

BEARINGS) ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID QUARTER SECTION 148.50 FEET TO 

THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO LOWELL & 

MABLE WHICKER BY WARRANTY DEED RECORDED IN DEED RECORD 235, PAGE 

168 IN THE OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA; THENCE 

SOUTH 88 DEGREES 58 MINUTES 39 SECONDS WEST PARALLEL WITH THE NORTH 

LINE OF SAID QUARTER SECTION AND ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID 

WHICKER REAL ESTATE 189.54 FEET TO A 5/8" REBAR WITH YELLOW CAP; 

THENCE NORTH 0 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST 125.04 FEET TO A 5/8” 

REBAR WITH YELLOW CAP ON THE SOUTH LINE OF THE REAL ESTATE 

CONVEYED FOR HOOVER STREET RIGHT OF WAY; THENCE NORTH 87 DEGREES 48 

MINUTES 04 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID RIGHT OF WAY LINE 151.60 FEET; 

THENCE SOUTH 33 DEGREES 22 MINUTES 13 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID RIGHT 

OF WAY LINE 23.34 FEET; THENCE NORTH 0 DEGREES 12 MINUTES 32 SECONDS 

EAST 40.07 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE OF SAID QUARTER SECTION; THENCE 

NORTH 88 DEGREES 58 MINUTES 39 SECONDS EAST 25.04 FEET TO THE POINT OF 

BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 0.561 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

 

Parcel B 

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF 

SECTION THIRTY-SIX (36) IN TOWNSHIP NINETEEN (19) NORTH, RANGE THREE (3) 

EAST AND RUNNING THENCE WEST TWENTY-SIX (26) RODS, THENCE SOUTH NINE 

(9) RODS; THENCE EAST TWENTY-SIX (26) RODS; THENCE NORTH TO THE POINT 

OF BEGINNING. 

EXCEPT: 

BEGIN AT A POINT EIGHTEEN (18) RODS WEST OF THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 

THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 36, TOWNSHIP 19 NORTH, RANGE 3 EAST 

AND RUN WEST EIGHT (8) RODS; SOUTH NINE (9) RODS; EAST EIGHT (8) RODS; 

NORTH NINE (9) RODS TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 0.45 ACRES 

MORE OR LESS IN HAMILTON COUNTY, STATE OF INDIANA, EXCEPTING TEN (10) 

FEET BY PARALLEL LINES OFF THE NORTH SIDE OF SAID PARCEL. 

ALSO EXCEPT: 

A PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 36, TOWNSHIP 19 NORTH, 

RANGE 3 EAST OF THE SECOND PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN HAMILTON COUNTY, 

INDIANA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID QUARTER SECTION; THENCE 

SOUTH 0 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST (ASSUMED BASIS OF 

BEARINGS) ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID QUARTER SECTION 148.50 FEET TO 

THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO LOWELL & 
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MABLE WHICKER BY WARRANTY DEED RECORDED IN DEED RECORD 235, PAGE 

168 IN THE OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA; THENCE 

SOUTH 88 DEGREES 58 MINUTES 39 SECONDS WEST PARALLEL WITH THE NORTH 

LINE OF SAID QUARTER SECTION AND ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID 

WHICKER REAL ESTATE 189.54 FEET TO A 5/8" REBAR WITH YELLOW CAP; 

THENCE NORTH 0 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST 125.04 FEET TO A 5/8” 

REBAR WITH YELLOW CAP ON THE SOUTH LINE OF THE REAL ESTATE 

CONVEYED FOR HOOVER STREET RIGHT OF WAY; THENCE NORTH 87 DEGREES 48 

MINUTES 04 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID RIGHT OF WAY LINE 151.60 FEET; 

THENCE SOUTH 33 DEGREES 22 MINUTES 13 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID RIGHT 

OF WAY LINE 23.34 FEET; THENCE NORTH 0 DEGREES 12 MINUTES 32 SECONDS 

EAST 40.07 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE OF SAID QUARTER SECTION; THENCE 

NORTH 88 DEGREES 58 MINUTES 39 SECONDS EAST 25.04 FEET TO THE POINT OF 

BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 0.561 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

 

Parcel C 

BEGIN AT A POINT EIGHTEEN (18) RODS WEST OF THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 

THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 36, TOWNSHIP 19 NORTH, RANGE 3 EAST 

AND RUN WEST EIGHT (8) RODS; SOUTH NINE (9) RODS; EAST EIGHT (8) RODS; 

NORTH NINE (9) RODS TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, IN HAMILTON COUNTY, 

STATE OF INDIANA, EXCEPTING TEN (10) FEET BY PARALLEL LINES OFF THE 

NORTH SIDE OF SAID PARCEL. 
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EXHIBIT B 

CONCEPT PLAN 
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EXHIBIT C 

ILLUSTRATIVE EXHIBITS 
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Docket Number: 1606-PUD-07 (Ordinance No. 16-12) 

Petitioner:  TMC Developers, LLC by Nelson & Frankenberger 

Request: An amendment to the Mixed Use District of the Harmony Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) District. 

Current Zoning: Harmony PUD District Ord. 12-14 

Current Land Use: Vacant / Undeveloped 

Property History:  1205-PUD-05  Harmony PUD District (Ord. 12-14) (01/16/13) 

   1605-SPP-06 Mixed Use District Primary Plat (06/06/16) 
   1605-ODP-06  Mixed Use District Overall Development Plan (06/06/16) 
   1606-SFP-16 Mixed Use District Secondary Plat (pending) 

1606-DDP-20  Detailed Development Plan (CVS) (pending) 

Exhibits:  
1. Staff Report 
2. Location Map  
3. Concept Plan and Elevations 
4. Harmony PUD Ord. 12-14 
5. Proposed Amendment Ord. 16-12 (redline) 
6. Proposed Amendment Ord. 16-12 (clean) 
7. List of Issues / Comments 
8. Petitioner’s Response to Issues / Comments 

Staff Reviewer: Jesse M. Pohlman, Senior Planner 

 

PETITION HISTORY 

This petition was introduced at the May 9, 2016, City Council meeting.   The petition received a 
public hearing at the June 6, 2016, Advisory Plan Commission (the “Plan Commission”) meeting.   

Since the public hearing, the petitioners have chosen to split the petition as it relates to Area A 
(the “Apartment Area”) and Area B and C (the “Commercial Area”) (see Project Overview 
below).   As such, this petition (1606-PUD-07) is now only applicable to the Commercial Area.   

The petitioner submitted a revised ordinance for the August 1, 2016, Plan Commission meeting 
that removed the Apartment Area and incorporated changes in response to the public hearing 
comments.  The Plan Commission opened their meeting on August 1, 2016, to allow additional 
public comment in response to the petitioner’s submitted revisions.  A summary of the 
concerns raised in response to the revisions presented on August 1, 2016, meeting is included 
at Exhibit 7 (the “List of Issues / Comments”). 
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Since the August 1, 2016, Plan Commission meeting, the petitioner has further revised the 

proposed ordinance, which is included at Exhibit 5, and submitted a response to the List of 

Issues / Comments (see Exhibit 8).

 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

Project Location:  The petitioner is requesting an amendment to 
the Harmony Planned Unit Development (PUD) District for the 
thirty-three (33) acres+/- located on the northwest corner of 
146th Street and Ditch Road (see Exhibit 2).    

The subject property encompasses “Areas” B and C of the PUD 
District (collectively, the “Commercial Area”).  The PUD 
Ordinance establishes the LB: Local and Neighborhood Business 
District as the underlying zoning district.   

Property History:  The property is zoned the Harmony PUD 
District (Ord. 12-14) (the “PUD Ordinance”).  The PUD Ordinance 
was adopted in 2013, and includes 278 acres.  Since then, the detached single-family areas of 
the PUD District have been under development.   

In March 2016, the petitioner filed a primary plat (1605-SPP-06) and overall development plan 
(1605-ODP-06) that included the Commercial Area, which were approved by the Plan 
Commission on June 6, 2016.   

In April 2016, the petitioner filed a secondary plat (1606-SFP-16) for the Mixed Use District, and 
a detailed development plan (1606-DDP-20) for a CVS directly on the northwest corner of 146th 
Street and Ditch Road.   The detailed development plan for CVS received its public hearing at 
the June 6, 2016, Plan Commission meeting, and is currently pending. 

 

AMENDMENT REQUEST 

The petitioner requests this amendment to address the following: 

Permitted Uses:   The PUD Ordinance currently defaults to the LB District for permitted uses.   
In addition, within Area C, the PUD Ordinance currently permits, but then limits restaurants 
with drive through facilities to: Snack Restaurants1 , Sandwich Restaurants2 , Pizza/Pasta 

                                                           
1 PUD Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Snack” as “a Quick Service Restaurant specializing in (1) preparing and/or 
serving a specialty snack, such as ice cream, frozen yogurt, doughnuts, bagels, cookies, or popcorn or (2) serving 
nonalcoholic beverages, such as coffee, juices, or sodas for consumption on or near the premises.  These 
establishments may carry and sell a combination of snack, nonalcoholic beverage, and other related products (e.g., 
coffee beans, mugs, coffee makers) but primarily promote and sell a unique snack or nonalcoholic beverage.” 
2 PUD Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Sandwich” as “a Quick Service Restaurant specializing in sandwiches as the 
primary menu feature.”  
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Restaurants3, Mexican Restaurants4, Chicken Restaurants5, and Asian Restaurants6. The PUD 
Ordinance specifically prohibits Burger Restaurants7 and Seafood Restaurants8.  The definitions 
for the above restaurant uses, as defined by the PUD Ordinance, are noted.  In addition, the 
PUD Ordinance defines a “Quick Service Restaurant” as “an establishment primarily engaged in 
providing food services where patrons order or select items and pay before eating.  Food and 
drink may be consumed on premises, taken out, or delivered to the customer’s location.” 

The proposed amendment, as revised since the public hearing:  

1. Prohibits Fast Food Restaurants9 (including the previously permitted restaurants, as 
summarized above).  

2. Permits one (1) Gasoline Service Station10 within Area C.   As revised, the proposed 
ordinance restricts the hours of operation between 5:00 a.m. and midnight with an 
exception.  The Towne West Planned Unit Development (PUD) District (northeast corner 
of 146th Street and Towne Road) currently permits a Gasoline Service Station.   The 
proposed ordinance provides that if that Gasoline Service Station operates between the 
hours of 5:00 a.m. and midnight, then this Gasoline Service Station would be permitted 
to do so as well.  

A Gasoline Service Station is a Special Exception11 use in the underlying LB District; 
however, the use is not currently permitted because the use is not specifically a 
Permitted Use in the LB District12.   

                                                           
3 PUD Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Pizza/Pasta” as “a Quick Service Restaurant specializing in pizza and pasta as 
the primary menu feature.” 
4 PUD Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Mexican” as “a Quick Service Restaurant specializing in Mexican cuisine.” 
5 PUD Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Chicken” as “a Quick Service Restaurant specializing in chicken as the 
primary menu feature.” 
6 PUD Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Asian” as “a Quick Service Restaurant specializing in cuisine from the Asian 
region.” 
7 PUD Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Burger” as “a Quick Service Restaurant specializing in hamburgers as the 
primary menu feature.” 
8 PUD Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Seafood” as “a Quick Service Restaurant specializing in seafood as the 
primary menu feature.” 
9 Chapter 12 of the Unified Development Ordinance defines “Restaurant, Fast Food” as “[a]n establishment whose 
primary business is the sale of food prepared and available before an order is placed and typically includes most of 
the following characteristics: (i) the meal is paid for prior to consumption; (ii) patrons often order from a menu 
board, are served their food at a counter or in a motor vehicle in packages prepared to leave the premises or may 
be taken to a table or counter to be consumed; (iii) includes a high-volume drive-through facility. Example 
businesses include drive-in food and beverage establishments and restaurants or cafeterias having less than fifty 
percent (50%) of gross sales derived from food sales excluding drive-through.” 
10 Chapter 12 of the Unified Development Ordinance defines “Gasoline Service Station” as “[a]ny building or land 
used for the retail sale of automobile fuels and lubricants and which typically includes fuel pumps and 
underground storage tanks. 
11 Chapter 12 of the Unified Development Ordinance defines “Special Exception” as “[a] use that requires a greater 
degree of scrutiny and review because of its potential adverse impact upon the immediate neighborhood and the 
community that is reviewed by the Board of Zoning Appeals for its characteristics and impacts to determine its 
suitability in a given location for the Zoning District in which it is permitted.” 
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Minimum Building Setbacks:  The proposed amendment modifies three minimum building 
setback standards as follows: 

1. Reduces the front yard setback along internal streets from 60 feet (as set forth by the LB 
District) to 20 feet (10 feet along the private street north of the proposed CVS building).  
Twenty (20) feet is the same standard the PUD Ordinance establishes for the front yard 
setback along 146th Street and Ditch Road. 

2. Reduces the side and rear yard setbacks from 15 feet and 20 feet, respectively, to zero 
(0) feet interior to the Mixed Use District. 

3. Reduces the front yard setback along old 146th Street (south line of Area C for the 
proposed Gasoline Service Station) from twenty (20) feet to ten (10) feet. 

Landscape Buffer Yards:  With respect to the Commercial 
Area, the PUD Ordinance defaults to the UDO’s 
landscaping standards with the exception of the External 
Street Frontage Landscaping Requirements.   

The External Street Frontage Landscaping Requirements, 
which were adopted as part of the UDO after the 
Harmony PUD Ordinance was adopted, are superseded 
by the PUD Ordinance’s “Landscape Buffer A” and 
“Landscape Buffer B” as they apply to those areas shown 
on the adjacent graphic.      

The proposed amendment now defaults to the UDO’s 
External Street Frontage Landscaping Requirements as 
noted below.   

1. External Frontage Landscaping / Landscape Buffer: 

 
PUD Ordinance 

Buffer A 
PUD Ordinance 

Buffer B 
Amendment Defaults to UDO’s 

External Street Frontage Landscaping13 

Minimum Width 20 feet 10 feet 10 feet 

Evergreen Trees 1.5 per 30 feet 1 per 30 feet 
3 per 100 feet 

Shade Trees - - 

Ornamental Trees - - 2 per 100 feet 

Shrubs 
5 evergreen 
per 30 feet 

5 evergreen per 
30 feet 

25 per 100 feet 

 

  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
12 Section 2.2. of the Harmony PUD Ordinance provides that uses permitted in the LB District are permitted.  Article 
13.1(B) of the UDO provides uses are either permitted, not permitted or a Special Exception.  As a Special 
Exception use in the LB District, a Gasoline Service Station is determined to not be a permitted use.    
13 Article 6.8(M)(2) of the UDO provides that this requirement may be credited when perimeter parking area 
landscaping requirements overlap external street frontage landscaping (located within 20 feet of the right-of-way). 
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2. Area C (Gasoline Service Station):  In addition to the above, the amendment proposes to 
modify the south property line of Area C (along old 146th Street) as follows:   

 
PUD Ordinance 

Buffer A 
Amendment Defaults to UDO’s 

External Street Frontage Landscaping14 

Minimum Width 20 feet 10 feet* 

Evergreen Trees 1.5 per 30 feet 
3 per 100 feet** 

Shade Trees - 

Ornamental Trees - 2 per 100 feet** 

Shrubs 
5 evergreen 
per 30 feet 

25 per 100 feet** 

Screen Wall - 
proposed in lieu of otherwise 

applicable plantings 

*Amendment allows the width to be reduced by permitting sidewalks and drive aisles to 
encroach into the landscaping area. 
**Amendment allows plantings to be located within the adjacent right-of-way.  The 
adjacent right-of-way is the jurisdiction of Hamilton County.  As a result, the 
Department recommends language be added that plantings are permitted within the 
adjacent right-of-way “subject to approval by the County”.   

Sign Standards:  The PUD Ordinance defaults to the UDO for the applicable sign standards.  The 
proposed amendment addresses the Gasoline Service Station proposed within Area C, which by 
definition, would qualify as an Outlot15 thus would not be permitted to have individual ground 
signs.    Due to the non-contiguous nature of Area C from the remainder of the Nonresidential 
Center16, the proposed amendment specifies that signage for Area C would be permitted and 
regulated as an Individual Nonresidential Use17. 

In addition, to complement the “village design theme”, the proposed ordinance restricts wall 
signs within Area B to only be externally lit with decorative lighting.  This restriction would not 
apply to Area C (Get Go). 

Architectural Standards:  The PUD Ordinance adopts the UDO’s Architectural Design 
Requirements of the State Highway 32 Overlay District to apply to the commercial uses of the 
Mixed Use District.  The proposed amendment originally incorporated the CVS and GetGo 
franchised designs to replace and supersede the otherwise applicable architectural standards.   

                                                           
14 Article 6.8(M)(2) of the UDO provides that this requirement may be credited when perimeter parking area 
landscaping requirements overlap external street frontage landscaping (located within 20 feet of the right-of-way). 
15 Chapter 12 of the UDO defines “Outlot” as “[a] Lot within a Nonresidential Center that typically abuts a Street on 
one Lot Line and either a Street or other vehicular access (i.e. Private Street) shared with other Lots within the 
Nonresidential Center on another Lot Line.” 
16 Chapter 12 of the UDO defines “Nonresidential Center” as “[a] building or combination of buildings containing 
three (3) or more tenants, stores, service establishments, offices or other permitted uses which are planned, 
platted, organized, or managed to function as a unified whole and shares one or more of the following: (1) 
vehicular access; (2) Parking Areas; (3) signage; (4) landscaping; or (5) design theme; and/or is platted as part of a 
Subdivision or coordinated shopping center, which may include Outlots for lease or for sale.” 
17 Chapter 12 of the UDO defines “Nonresidential Use, Individual” as “[a]ny building or combination of buildings 
with a single tenant, store, service establishment, office or other permitted nonresidential use and not part of a 
Nonresidential Center.” 
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Since the public hearing, the petitioner has submitted revised CVS and GetGO elevations in 
response to the public hearing comments that spoke in regard to residents wanting to see a 
more “village” architectural theme for buildings within the Commercial Area. 

The proposed amendment provides that the CVS and GetGo buildings “shall be constructed in 
substantial compliance with the elevations and materials illustrated on the Illustrative 
Character Exhibit”, as revised. 

Illustrative Character Exhibit – CVS:   The detailed development plan (1606-DDP-20) for 
the proposed CVS has been reviewed in accordance with the currently applicable 
architectural standards (see corresponding Department Report for 1606-DDP-20).  The 
Illustrative Character Exhibit does not comply with, and would generally modify the 
standards for: building materials (Masonry Materials); building façade offsets.  

Illustrative Character Exhibit – GetGo:  The Illustrative Character Exhibit does not comply 
with, and appears to generally modify the standards for: building façade offsets; four-
sided architecture (specifically the proposed right and rear elevations).  The original 
Illustrative Character Exhibit depicts outdoor storage/display items; however, these 
would be subject to Article 6.12(C) Outside Storage and Display of the UDO, which 
requires screening. 

Village Design Theme:  In response to public hearing comments, the revised ordinance 
proposes that all other buildings within the Commercial Area be required to be of a 
“village design theme”.   In coordination with the Department, the petitioner’s proposed 
ordinance incorporates a reference to the Defined Architectural Styles that apply to 
Harmony’s single-family homes to establish the “village design theme” applicable to the 
Commercial Area. 

Comprehensive Plan:   As summarized in the original zoning of the PUD District, the Future Land 
Use Map in the Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan (the “Comprehensive 
Plan”) identifies the property as “New Suburban”.   

 

PROCEDURAL 

Public Hearing:  Amendments to a Planned Unit Development (PUD) District are required to be 
considered at a public hearing by the Plan Commission.  The public hearing for this petition was 
held on June 6, 2016, Plan Commission meeting.  Notice of the public hearing was provided in 
accordance with Indiana law and the Plan Commission’s Rules of Procedure.   

Statutory Considerations:   

Indiana Code 36-7-4-603 states that in the consideration of zoning ordinance amendments and 
zone map changes that reasonable regard shall be paid to: 

1. The Comprehensive Plan. 

2. Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses. 
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3. The most desirable use for which the land is adapted. 

4. The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction. 

5. Responsible growth and development. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

The written comments that were submitted in response to the petition as presented at the 
June 6, 2016, public hearing, are included with the August 1, 2016, Plan Commission meeting 
agenda (link here). The public comments presented at the public hearing are summarized in the 
Plan Commission’s minutes of the June 6, 2016, meeting (link here).  

Since the public hearing, the Plan Commission permitted additional public comment at the 
August 1, 2016, meeting in response to revisions proposed by the petitioner. The written 
comments that were submitted in response to those revisions presented on August 1, 2016, are 
also included with the August 1, 2016, Plan Commission meeting agenda (link here).   

A summary of the concerns raised in response to the revisions presented on August 1, 2016, 
meeting is included at Exhibit 7 (the “List of Issues / Comments”).  The petitioner’s response to 
the List of Issues / Comments is included at Exhibit 8.  

 

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

1. Action:  Forward a recommendation to the Council (1606-PUD-07 / Ord. No. 16-12).   

2. If any Plan Commission member has questions prior to the meeting, then please contact 
Jesse Pohlman at (317) 402-4380 or jpohlman@westfield.in.gov.  

http://www.westfield.in.gov/egov/apps/document/center.egov?view=item;id=5059;doc=1469629764008
http://www.westfield.in.gov/egov/apps/document/center.egov?view=item;id=4988;doc=1466100550953
http://www.westfield.in.gov/egov/apps/document/center.egov?view=item;id=5059;doc=1469824562697
mailto:jpohlman@westfield.in.gov
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Jon Dobosiewicz <jond@nf-law.com>
Sent: Monday, September 5, 2016 4:46 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Cc: Jim Shinaver; Steve Hoover (stevehoover1@gmail.com)
Subject: Harmony PUD Amendment 

Importance: High

Jesse, 
 
I just placed two filed in your drop box.  One is a set of updated images and the other is an updated PUD Amendment 
ordinance.  We made additional revisions based on discussions with Steve Hoover and added material notes and the 
requested fence segment to the GetGo elevations. 
 
The Updated images include the following: 

1. Replaced CVS elevation modifying the column and roof design (tapered columns and additional roof elements 
like the images we submitted Friday August 26), 

2. Replaced CVS perspectives with images consistent with updated elevations. 
3. GetGo – Only change to the elevation sheets was calling out the building materials. 
4. No changes to the GetGo perspectives. 

 
The updated ordinance includes only the following: 

1. The updated images noted above. 
2. Removal of the words “in Area B” to Section 6.B so that the external lighting applies to all wall signs and not just 

Area B. 
 

Please post both for use at the meeting Tuesday evening and let me know if you need an additional red line. I will call 
Steve on Tuesday to let him know that the revised information is posted for our use at the meeting.  Also please copy 
Steve Hoover when the files are uploaded to the agenda. 
 
A couple of additional items have been requested over the weekend.  If we can get responses to those we will bring 
paper copies to the meeting. 
 
I will let you know if any further changes are made in advance to the meeting tomorrow night. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jon 
 

Jon C. Dobosiewicz, Land Use Professional 
Nelson & Frankenberger, 550 Congressional Blvd, Suite 210, Carmel, Indiana 46032  
Phone (317) 844-0106, ext 133 / Fax (317) 846-8782 / Cell (317) 428-8393 / Email jon@nf-law.com 
 



  

ORDINANCE NUMBER 16-12 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WESTFIELD AND WASHINGTON 
TOWNSHIP, HAMILTON COUNTY, INDIANA CONCERNING AMENDMENTS TO 

THE HARMONY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT  
AND THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 

This is an Ordinance to amend the Unified Development Ordinance of the City of Westfield 
and Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Unified Development Ordinance"), 
enacted by the City of Westfield pursuant to its authority under the laws of the State of Indiana, 
Ind. Code § 36-7-4 et seq., as amended. 

WHEREAS, the City of Westfield, Indiana (the "City") and the Township of Washington, 
both of Hamilton County, Indiana are subject to the Unified Development Ordinance; 

WHEREAS, the Common Council enacted Ordinance No. 12-14, The Harmony Planned 
Unit Development District (the “Harmony PUD Ordinance”) on January 14, 2013; 

WHEREAS, the Westfield-Washington Advisory Plan Commission (the "Commission") 
considered a petition (Petition No. 1606-PUD-07), requesting an amendment to the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance with regard to the subject real estate more particularly described in Exhibit A 
attached hereto (the "Real Estate"); 

WHEREAS, the Commission forwarded Petition No.  1606-PUD-07  to the Common 
Council of the City of Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana (the "Common Council") with a 
___________ recommendation in accordance with Indiana Code § 36-7-4-608, as required by 
Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1505; 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Commission certified the action of the Commission to 
the Common Council on __________, 2016;  

WHEREAS, the Common Council is subject to the provisions of the Indiana Code §36- 
7-4-1507 and Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1512 concerning any action on this request; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of 
Westfield, Hamilton County, Indiana, meeting in regular session, that the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance and Unified Development Ordinance (the “UDO”) are hereby amended as follows: 

Section 1. Applicability of Ordinance. 

1.1 This Ordinance shall amend the Harmony PUD Ordinance, as applicable to the 
Real Estate.  Development of the Real Estate shall be governed by (i) the 
provisions of this Ordinance and its exhibits, (ii) the Harmony PUD Ordinance; 
and (iii) the provisions of the UDO, as amended and applicable to the 
Underlying Zoning District or a Planned Unit Development District, except as 
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modified, revised, supplemented or expressly made inapplicable by this 
Ordinance or the Harmony PUD Ordinance, as amended. 

1.2 Chapter (“Chapter”) and Article (“Article”) cross-references of this Ordinance 
shall hereafter refer to the section as specified and referenced in the UDO. 

1.3 All provisions and representations of (i) the UDO or (ii) The Harmony PUD 
Ordinance that conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby made 
inapplicable to the Real Estate and shall be superseded by the terms of this 
Ordinance. 

Section 2. Definitions. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined in this Ordinance or The 
Harmony PUD Ordinance shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the UDO. 

2.1 Illustrative Character Exhibit - GetGo:  The architectural building elevations, 
attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

2.2 Illustrative Character Exhibit - CVS:  The architectural building elevations, 
attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

2.3 Concept Plan, Area C (GetGo):  The plan for the development of Area C of the 
Mixed Use District of the Harmony PUD Ordinance, including but not limited to 
landscaping, sidewalks and amenities to enhance pedestrian comfort, attached 
hereto as Exhibit B. 

Section 3. Concept Plan. The Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan is hereby incorporated in 
accordance with Article 10.9(F)(2) Planned Unit Development Districts; PUD 
District Ordinance Requirements; Concept Plan with respect to Area C of the 
Mixed Use District of the Harmony PUD Ordinance.   If developed for a 
Gasoline Service Station, then Area C shall be developed in substantial 
compliance with the Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan. 

Section 4. Development Standards. The standards applicable to the Mixed Use District 
of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the development of the Real 
Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

4.1 Permitted Uses: Section 2.2 of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the Real 
Estate, except as otherwise modified below.   

A. Fast Food Restaurants shall be prohibited on the Real Estate. 

B. The provisions of Section 2.2.B of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall be 
deleted. 

C. One (1) Gasoline Service Station shall be permitted within Area C.  Said 
Gasoline Service Station shall only be open and operating between the hours 
of 5:00 A.M. and twelve midnight.  In the event a Gasoline Service Station 
is in operation on the property zone under Ordinance 12-24 (the “Town 
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West Station”) with hours between twelve midnight and 5:00 A.M. the 
limitation of hours in this Section 4.1(C) shall be reduced and operation 
shall be permitted at the same hours as the hours permitted for the Towne 
West Station. 

4.2 Minimum Building Setback Lines: Section 2.3(B)(3) of the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance shall apply to the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. Front Yard: 

i. Mixed Use District Interior Streets:  20 feet (10 feet setback from 
Private Street connecting Ditch Road and Waterleaf Drive) 

ii. Area C South Property Line: 10 feet 

B. Side and Rear Yards (Interior to Mixed Use District):  0 feet 

Section 5. Landscaping Standards.   Article 5 (Landscaping Standards) of the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance shall apply to the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. The Mixed-Use District shall comply with the UDO’s External Street 
Frontage Landscaping Requirements (Article 6.8(M)(2)) along Ditch Road 
and 146th Street (old and new), which shall replace and supersede the 
Landscape Buffer A and Landscape Buffer B requirements of the Harmony 
PUD Ordinance.  

i. Sidewalks and drive aisles may encroach into External Street 
Frontage Landscaping in Area C and landscape materials may be 
provided within the adjacent right-of-way subject to approval by 
the County Highway Department, provided the site is developed 
in substantial compliance with the Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan 
and the required plantings are otherwise provided. 

ii. The screen wall adjacent to the drive aisle, as illustrated on the 
Area C (GetGo) Concept Plan, shall meet the applicable Street 
Frontage Plantings required across the segment of the screen wall 
adjacent to the drive aisle.  

B. Amendments to a landscape plan approved as part of an Overall 
Development Plan for the Real Estate may be approved as part of a Lot or 
Block’s Detailed Development Plan. 

Section 6. Sign Standards.  The standards of the Harmony PUD Ordinance shall apply to the 
development of the Real Estate, except as otherwise modified below. 

A. Gasoline Service Station Use:  A Gasoline Service Station shall be 
permitted signs in accordance with the UDO for an Individual Non-
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Residential Use. 

B. Wall Signs:  All wall signs shall only be externally lit with decorative 
lighting (e.g., gooseneck style fixtures). 

Section 7. Architectural Design Standards.  Section 2.3(A)(1) of the Harmony PUD 
Ordinance shall apply to the development of the Real Estate.  In addition, Buildings 
shall utilize a “Village Design Theme”, as follows: 

7.1 Defined Architectural Design: A Village Design Theme shall be consistent with a 
Defined Architectural Design applicable to the single family homes within the 
Harmony PUD District, as set forth in Section 3.4(3) Architectural Standards; 
Defined Architectural Designs.  The Defined Architectural Designs include Adam 
(Colonial), Georgian, Italianate, Shingle, Folk Victorian, Colonial Revival, Tudor, 
Craftsman.   Significant architectural elements to determine consistency with a 
Defined Architectural Design include: 

A. Window design (e.g., enhanced trim, pane size and type) and 
alignment/location; 

B. Building massing (pedestrian scaled with façade projections and 
recessions); 

C. Roof type and pitch (inclusion of shed roofs, dormers with faux windows 
and/or decorative gables when architecturally appropriate); 

D. Large roof overhangs that are primarily pitched and not flat; 

E. Enhanced cornice treatment; 

F. Enhanced and inviting entryways with pedestrian cover and “porch like” 
treatment (e.g., inclusion of columns with masonry bases); 

G. Variety of building materials, patterns and colors; 

H. Emphasized trim at corner breaks, around windows and within gables; and 

I. Enhanced foundation plantings and planters to soften building facades. 

7.2 Established Benchmark Exhibits:  The Character Exhibit – CVS and Character 
Exhibit – GetGo comply with and hereby establish benchmark examples of the 
Village Design Theme.  

7.3 Conflicting Standards:  It is hereby acknowledged that design elements that embody 
a Village Design Theme may be in conflict with the architectural standards set forth 
in Section 2.3(A)(1) of the Harmony PUD Ordinance.  If a proposed building 
elevation embodies a Defined Architectural Design, as set forth above, and is an 
architectural style that complements the Established Benchmark Exhibits, then the 
Plan Commission has the authority to approve a building elevation that doesn’t 
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comply with Section 2.3(A)(1) of the Harmony PUD Ordinance. 

 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank, signature page follows] 
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ALL OF WHICH IS ORDAINED/RESOLVED THIS __ DAY OF ________, 2016. 

 
WESTFIELD CITY COUNCIL 

 
Voting For        Voting Against  Abstain  
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Jim Ake    Jim Ake   Jim Ake 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
James J. Edwards   James J. Edwards  James J. Edwards 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Steven Hoover    Steven Hoover   Steven Hoover 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Robert L. Horkay   Robert L. Horkay  Robert L. Horkay 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Mark F. Keen    Mark F. Keen   Mark F. Keen 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Charles Lehman   Charles Lehman  Charles Lehman 
 
 
______________________  ___________________ __________________ 
Cindy L. Spoljaric   Cindy L. Spoljaric  Cindy L. Spoljaric 
      
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________ 
Cindy Gossard, Clerk Treasurer 
 
 
I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that I have taken reasonable care to redact each Social 
Security Number in this document, unless required by law:  Jon C. Dobosiewicz 
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I hereby certify that ORDINANCE 16-__ was delivered to the Mayor of Westfield  
 
on the _______ day of _________, 2016, at _______ ____ m. 
 
__________________________  
Cindy Gossard, Clerk-Treasurer 
 
 
 
 
 
I hereby APPROVE ORDINANCE 16-__ 
 
this ______ day of ___________, 2016. 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 

I hereby VETO ORDINANCE 16-__ 
 
this ______ day of _________, 2016. 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
J. Andrew Cook, Mayor 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This document prepared by:  James E. Shinaver and Jon C. Dobosiewicz, Nelson & Frankenberger 

  550 Congressional Blvd, Suite 210, Carmel, IN  46032 (317) 844-0106 
 
Harmony PUD - 2016 Mixed Use District TA 090216 
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SCHEDULE OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A Real Estate (Legal Description) 

Exhibit B Concept Plan – Area C (GetGo) 

Exhibit C Illustrative Character Exhibit – GetGo 

Exhibit D Illustrative Character Exhibit - CVS 
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EXHIBIT A 
REAL ESTATE 

(Page 1 of 2) 
 
A part of the Southeast Quarter and Southeast Quarter of Section 16, Township 18 North, Range 3 East of the Second 
Principal Meridian, in Washington Township, Hamilton County, Indiana, more particularly described as follows:  
 
TRACT 1: 
 
 Commencing at the southeast Corner of said Southeast Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West 
(basis of bearing = ALTA/ACSM land title survey by The Schneider Corporation, Job No. 4934.001, dated March 10, 
2004) along the South line of said Southeast Quarter a distance of 1,352.44 feet to the southwest corner of said Quarter 
Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds West along the West line of said Quarter Quarter a 
distance of 179.67 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, said point also being the northwest corner of Parcel 1 as 
described in Instrument No. 2013064140 in the Office of the Recorder of Hamilton County, Indiana, (the following 
eight (8) courses being along the northerly and westerly lines of said Parcel 1); (1) North 89 degrees 25 minutes 36 
seconds East 78.48 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the left having a radius of 925.00 feet, the radius point of 
which bears North 00 degrees 34 minutes 24 seconds West; (2) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 300.26 
feet to a point which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East from said radius point; (3) North 70 degrees 
49 minutes 42 seconds East 299.12 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the right having a radius of 1,075.00 feet, the 
radius point of which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East; (4) easterly along said curve an arc distance 
of 340.96 feet to a point which bears North 00 degrees 59 minutes 58 seconds West from said radius point; (5) North 
89 degrees 00 minutes 02 seconds East 134.39 feet; (6) North 60 degrees 22 minutes 18 seconds East 175.44 feet; (7) 
North 00 degrees 12 minutes 08 seconds West 615.00 feet; (8) North 89 degrees 47 minutes 52 seconds East 75.00 
feet to the East line of said Southeast Quarter; thence North 00 degrees 12 minutes 08 seconds West a distance of 
238.05 feet to the northeast corner of said Quarter Quarter Section; Quarter Section; thence South 89 degrees 21 
minutes 22 seconds West along the North line of said Quarter Quarter a distance of 1,354.74 feet to the northwest 
corner of said Quarter Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds East along the West line of said Quarter 
Quarter a distance of 1,136.91 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 30.21 acres of land, more or Quarter 
a distance of 1,136.91 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 30.21 acres of land, more or less.  
 
TRACT 2: 
 
Commencing at the southeast corner of said Southeast Quarter; thence South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West 
(basis of bearing = ALTA/ACSM land title survey by The Schneider Corporation, Job No. 4934.001, dated March 10, 
2004) along the South line of said Southeast Quarter a distance of 1,109.75 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, said 
point also being on the southwest corner of Parcel 1A as described in Instrument No. 2013064140 in the Office of the 
Recorder of Hamilton County, Indiana; thence continuing South 89 degrees 25 minutes 04 seconds West along said 
South line a distance of 242.69 feet to the southwest corner of said Quarter Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 
18 minutes 09 seconds West Quarter Section; thence North 00 degrees 18 minutes 09 seconds West along the West 
line of said Quarter Quarter a distance of 29.67 feet to the southwest corner of Parcel 1 as described in Quarter a 
distance of 29.67 feet to the southwest corner of Parcel 1 as described in said Instrument No. 2013064140, (the 
following five (5) courses being along the southerly lines of said Parcel 1); (1) North 89 degrees 25 minutes 36 seconds 
East 79.18 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the left having a radius of 1,075.00 feet, the radius point of which bears 
North 00 degrees 34 minutes 24 seconds West; (2) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 348.95 feet to a point 
which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East from said radius point; (3) North 70 degrees 49 minutes 42 
seconds East 299.12 feet to a point on a tangent curve to the right having a radius of 925.00 feet, the radius point of 
which bears South 19 degrees 10 minutes 18 seconds East; (4) easterly along said curve an arc distance of 293.38 feet 
to a point which bears North 00 degrees 59 minutes 58 seconds West from said radius point; (5) North 89 degrees 00 
minutes 02 seconds East 132.11 feet to the westerly line of said Parcel 1A, (the following four (4) courses being along 
the westerly and northerly lines of said Parcel 1A); (1) South 21 degrees 01 minute 23 seconds West 128.61 feet; (2) 
South 12 degrees 10 minutes 30 seconds East 77.30 feet; (3) South 89 degrees 25 minutes O4 seconds West 729.61 
feet; (4) South 73 degrees 23 minutes 28 seconds West 126.77 feet to the Point of Beginning, containing 2.61 acres 
of land, more or less. 
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EXHIBIT A 
REAL ESTATE 
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EXHIBIT B 
CONCEPT PLAN – AREA C (GETGO) 

(Page 1 of 1) 
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EXHIBIT C 

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - GETGO 
(Page 1 of 4) 
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EXHIBIT C 

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - GETGO 
(Page 2 of 4) 
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EXHIBIT D 
ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - CVS 

(Page 1 of 3) 
 
 

 

 

  

  



Harmony PUD District  
Mixed-Use District Amendment 

 

 
Page | 17 

VERSION 6 090216 

EXHIBIT D 
ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - CVS 

(Page 2 of 3) 
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EXHIBIT D 
ILLUSTRATIVE CHARACTER EXHIBIT - CVS 

(Page 3 of 3) 
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Daine Crabtree

From: Kevin Kujawa <kevinkujawa1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 2, 2016 12:41 PM
To: APC
Subject: docket number 1609-PUD-17

Per the above referenced discussion item for adding pool to backyard with 15 feet of clearnace, I am supportive. 
I am a Viking Meadows resident at 15560 Shining Spring Drive. 
 
Kevin and Dana Kujawa 
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Daine Crabtree

To: Jennifer Miller
Subject: RE: 1609-PUD-17

From: Jeremy Sebens [mailto:jeremy.sebens@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 5, 2016 10:09 PM 
To: Communications <communications@westfield.in.gov> 
Subject: 1609‐PUD‐17 

 
I live in Lot 31 and my backyard backs up directly to Lot 29. I think the larger concern here is the 
safety for the neighborhood children. There are over 25 kids between the two surrounding cul-de-
sacs and most are under the age of 12. I feel that the residents should have known when picking 
which lot they wanted to build on that this was not a lot that would support a pool and large concrete 
patio. Of all of the lots in the neighborhood this is the worst one to put a large structure like this on. 
This neighborhood is very family friendly and filled with children. We built in here because we wanted 
our children to be able to run around freely and not have to worry about them falling into a pool. If the 
setback is moved from 25' to 15' and then there is a fence put up, will this allow enough room for the 
easement? With the way that lots 28, 29, 30, and 31 are positioned I don't think that this is a good 
idea and should not be approved. If this is approved I think it should be in writing that they must get a 
fence for the safety of our surrounding children. I understand that these residents have a strong 
passion for a pool but should the rest of us live with constant concern while our children are outside 
because of it? 
 
Jeremy Sebens 
Lot 31 
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT 

Docket Number:  1510-DDP-17 

Petitioner:   Crown Castle 

Request: Development Plan approval of a new wireless communication 

service facility.    

 

Enclosed Attachments:  

 

1. John DuBois (08/15/16)  Information received from speaker during Public Hearing  

on September 15, 2016.   

 

2. Suzy DuBois (09/05/16)  Letter 

 







To:  Kevin Todd    From:  Suzy DuBois 
Petition Number:1510-DDP-17 
Subject Site Address:16414 Towne Road 
Petitioner:Crown Castle 

 
 
Kevin, 
 
As you are aware my husband and I both spoke out against the 
proposed installation of this cell tower in our area in their original 
BZA meeting.  There were three others who remonstrated as 
well.  The BZA listened to our testimony and denied the original 
approval. 
 
Crown Castle Tower named each of us in a lawsuit as well as 
the BZA and City of Westfield.  We were required to respond 
within 21 days after being served with our lawsuit paperwork that 
was delivered by a sheriffs deputy.  Whether this was an 
intimidation strategy on the part of Crown Castle Towers is up for 
debate but it was certainly intimidating for each of us to receive 
the news we had been sued for speaking at a public meeting. 
 
It should be noted that after seeking independent council, they 
researched the notification laws in the State of Indiana.  The 
research showed that this is the only incident since the inception 
of the law that remonstrators have been notified in this fashion.  
This sends a chilling message to our citizens that if they chose to 
speak at a public meeting they may be sued.  Obviously this is 
not occurring anywhere else in Indiana.  This was so news 
worthy that the Indianapolis Star and Channel Six requested to 
cover the story. 
 
Crown Castle Tower felt it was necessary to give us notice to the 
point where we were named in a lawsuit.  However, when this 
item was returned to the BZA for additional consideration not one 
of us was notified.  Even though we had been sued and spent 
thousands of dollars defending our position and the decision of 



the BZA no one felt it important to contact us.  Furthermore, 
none of our legal documentation prepared by our attorney was 
provided to the BZA membership.  I would have provided the 
documentation for their review had we been alerted to the follow 
up proceedings. Our citizens deserve more respect in 
consideration than what is being shown to them. 
 
I noticed in the staff report that there were many requirements 
that were compliant.  However, my husband and I still have 
questions about how this has been proven.  Item number ten 
states,  “An Applicant for a Wireless Communication Service 
Facility must demonstrate that they have exhausted all efforts to 
locate the proposed facilities upon existing antenna support 
structures in the geographical area of the proposed Wireless 
Communication Service Facility, which shall include submitting a 
master plan for their Wireless Communication Service Facilities 
throughout the Planning Jurisdiction of the Plan Commission. The 
master plan should show efforts to minimize the size and number 
of antenna support structures throughout the geographical area, 
taking into consideration existing technology. “ 
 
The question was raised if the tower at Shamrock Springs 
Elementary had been considered which is less than two miles from 
the proposed site.  At the time of the original BZA proceedings the 
tower was still under construction.  I find the map provided 
extremely difficult to understand.  Can you determine if the 
Shamrock tower that Crown Castle Tower does not own was 
considered?  If not why? 
 
I read their statement of need.  We live within a mile of the 
proposed site and are currently Verizon clients.  We experience no 
issues with our cell coverage nor our data usage.  Where is the 
proof that this is required?  They made a few blanket statements 
with little to no proof provided.  Where are the second and third 
level questions for these large companies?  They should have 
documentation showing customer complaints and other that should 
be required prior to a final decision. 
 



The second suggestion made was to consider the water tower on 
166th Street.  In the past cell phone apparatus has been installed 
on water towers.  This particular tower is owned by the same 
parcel owner that the new cell tower is proposed for so the revenue 
stream would go to same land owner.  Was the water tower 
considered?  If not why? 
 
The third suggestion was if there clearly is a need in the area could 
they locate the tower in a less exposed and less visible area.  
Could they place the tower in the woods by the water tower?  Was 
this considered?  If not why? 
 
 
Another item that was listed on your report was that, “The support 
structure and any antenna located on the support structure must be 
designed to blend into the surrounding environment through the use 
of color and camouflaging architectural treatment. “ 
 
There was also a suggestion that Crown Castle Tower was 
capable of constructing towers that were more complimentary of 
given areas.  For example in Arizona they may have a tower that 
looks more like a cactus to fit into the environment better.  Was this 
suggested to Crown Castle Towers by the BZA of others?  What 
have they done to design and blend into the surrounding 
environment?  Has anyone other than our group asked them to 
reconsider the tower design?  If not why? 
 
I think that given our experience that a response is warranted.  Can 
you please answer our questions and get back with us. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Suzy DuBois 
 



WOOD WIND OF WESTFIELD 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
Presentation to Westfield Advisory Plan Commission

September 6th, 2016
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We build consumer inspired homes 

and communities to make lives better.
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Wood Wind Golf Club

• Founded in 1988

• Westfield’s only public golf course

• Civic Partner – fundraisers at the course 

have raised over $6,000,000

• Junior Golf Programs

• Evans Scholarship Program
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Wood Wind Community

Create an innovative, master planned, highly amenitized community 

with the Wood Wind Golf  Course as the centerpiece.  
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Wood Wind Parcels

PROPOSED

LIBERTY RIDGE

PUD

TOWN WEST

PUD

BENT CREEK

RESIDENTIAL

HARMONY

PUD
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Golf Course Improvements
Wood Wind of Westfield
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Golf Course Improvements
Wood Wind of Westfield
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Goal #1 Reduced Infrastructure

ORIGINAL PLAN

DEVELOPED IN 2014

ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

Computed: 10,759 linear feet street

207 lots

A Sustainable Approach

Computed: 8,766 linear feet street

207 lots

Design and 

technological 

innovations 

allow us to 

advance 

neighborhood 

design

20% more 

infrastructure 

using past 

design 

methods!
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Goal #1 Reduced Infrastructure

ORIGINAL PLAN

PROPOSED IN 2014

ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

Computed: 10,759 linear feet street

204 lots

A Sustainable Approach

Computed: 8,766 linear feet street

207 lots

It’s pretty simple: 

Less street length = 

Less infrastructure and 

right-of-way acreage = 

Larger average lot size.

20% more 

infrastructure 

using past 

design 

methods!
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #1 Pedestrian Connectivity:  Main Trails

After the engineers 

provided ponding 

locations, we began 

the design process 

with the overall main 

trail system to assure 

pedestrian connectivity.ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

No dedicated Trail System
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #2 Main Street:  Create a neighborhood Identity

We then determine 

which street is the 

‘Main Street’ to create 

the neighborhood’s 

identity.

Other minor streets 

feed from this ‘Main 

Neighborhood Street’.

ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

No single street identifies 

the neighborhood
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #3 Flow:  Streets that reduce Time and Energy

Normal driving it takes 200’ 

to accelerate to 25MPH, 

and 200’ to stop – this 400’ 

is called a flow cycle. 

Distances over 400’ reduce 

both time and energy.

This neighborhood 

has excellent flow.
ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

Lots of turns and many 

segments to get home

(multiple flow cycles)
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #4 Increase Space:  Meandering setbacks eliminate monotony

Carefully place every 

home to sculpt a park-like 

streetscape void of 

monotony.  Each home 

forms a curve separate of 

the street pattern.

Showcase home fronts 

along the perimeter 

streets where possible!

ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

First Streets, then lots, 

then setbacks – all the 

same – then submit!
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #4 Increase Space:  Meandering Walks add ‘Scale’ & Elegance.

The meandering walks 

invite a stroll over a drive, 

enhance sense of space 

through scale and create a 

unique streetscape that 

adds sustainable value.

Where walks extend 

beyond the right-of-way 

an easement is created

ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

Sidewalks monotonously 

follow streets
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #5 Create Neighborhood Places: Spread Premium Locations.

Almost every home is 

located at a spectacular 

and unique location.

 Expansive Rear Yards

 Expansive Front Yards

 Pond View Lots

 Cul-De-Sac Park LotsORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

Very few homes are along 

places that are special
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #6 Form and function first – Lot lines last!

This new era in design 

concentrates on efficiency, 

livability, curb appeal, 

value, and increased 

space first – lots come last!

Isn’t about time the 

industry take the 

attention to the details 

needed to create great 

places to live?  We have!

ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 3’

Conventional platting –

streets then lots – nothing 

else considered
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #7 Increase premium locations: Pull-back technique

ORIGINAL PLAN

DEVELOPED IN 2014

ORIGINAL PLAN ‘Area 2’

30% of the lots will not have golf or open space views 

Conventional 

planning 

aligns lots 

and homes 

along 

premium 

locations

Pull-Back:  A more Sustainable Approach

Pulling away from a premium location spreads that value to more homes

By using 

Pull-back 

design we 

now have 

100% 

premium 

locations

30% More 

golf view 

lots
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #8 Increase views from within homes

PRIOR PLAN ‘Area 3’

No increase in space from within the home 

compared to any other project - anywhere
EVERY HOME 100’ front to front – no side 

views other than into the neighbors home!
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #8 Increase views from within homes

A Sustainable Approach – more than a park-like streetscape

A significant increase in space enjoyed from within the home looking out the windows

Massive average 

increase in space 

along street…
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #9 Elements that significantly increase overall safety

PRIOR PLAN ‘Area 3’

Straight streets encourage speeding

A Sustainable Approach

Curved streets naturally calming

30% less 

intersections

NO four way 

intersections

No abrupt turns 

along streetsClosed corners –

less line of sight

Pedestrians cross 

at intersections

Pedestrians cross at 

safer distances along 

most  intersections
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Ten Steps towards sustainable Growth
Step #10 Reduce Environmental Impact of Development

A New Sustainable Era of Design

Our design consultants:   HR Green 

and Rick Harrison Site Design 

Studio utilize this new technology to 

increase greenspace and reduce 

paved space. 
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Rural Character
Wood Wind of Westfield
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Rural Character
Wood Wind of Westfield

BUFFER B 

EXAMPLE

ENTRANCE

EXAMPLE
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North of 161st
Wood Wind of Westfield

Conventional Lot: 75x130 = 9,750 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 13,075 sq.ft. 

= 25% larger!

Conventional Lot: 90x130 = 11,700 Sq.Ft.

Our Lot Average = 16,634 sq.ft. 

= 30% larger!
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156th to 161st

Wood Wind of Westfield

Conventional Lot: 73x130 = 9,490 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 13,113 sq.ft. 

= 28% larger!
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151st to 156th East of Towne Road
Wood Wind of Westfield

Conventional Lot: 63x125 = 7,875 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 10,833 sq.ft. 

= 27% larger!

Conventional Lot: 60x125 = 7,500 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 11,244 sq.ft. 

= 33% larger!
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North 151st Street /West of Towne
Wood Wind of Westfield
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North 151st Street /West of Towne
Wood Wind of Westfield

Conventional Lot: 90x130 = 11,700 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 16,545 sq.ft. 

= 29% larger!

Conventional Lot: 75x130 = 9,750 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 12,578 sq.ft. 

= 32% larger!

Conventional Lot: 74x125 = 19,250 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 12,240 sq.ft. 

= 24% larger!

Conventional Lot: 63/73x125 = 8,500 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 12,237 sq.ft. 

= 31% larger!
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South 151st/West of Towne  
Wood Wind of Westfield

Conventional Lot: 75x130 = 9,750 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 13,100 sq.ft. 

= 26% larger!

Conventional Lot: 63/73x125 = 8,500 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 12,332 sq.ft. 

= 31% larger!

Conventional Lot: 63x125 = 7,875 sq.ft.

Our Lot Average = 11,102 sq.ft. 

= 29% larger!
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Rural Character
Wood Wind of Westfield
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Wood Wind Community
Overall Context Map
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Housing Opportunities
Wood Wind of Westfield

A diverse range of  home styles, using innovative architecture and design features to create a 

multi generational community.
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Wood Wind Community

Create an innovative, master planned, highly amenitized community 

with the Wood Wind Golf  Course as the centerpiece.  
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IC 36-7-4-504

Comprehensive plan; consideration of policy and pattern

The City Council and Plan Commission shall give consideration to the general policy and pattern of 

development set out in the comprehensive plan.

IC 36-7-4-603

Zoning ordinance; preparation and consideration of proposals

The City Council and Plan Commission shall pay reasonable regard to the comprehensive plan.

• The Comprehensive Plan is not a part of the Westfield Unified Development Ordinance, and is only 

one of many factors that the City Council and Plan Commission should consider.

• No development is required or able to meet every one of the recommendations and policies of the 

Comprehensive Plan.

Comprehensive Plan
Considerations
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Comprehensive Plan
Westfield

• Majority of the Wood Wind 

PUD is within the “New 

Suburban” Area.

• Small portion in “Existing 

Rural Southwest”

 We have developed the 

PUD based primarily upon 

the policies and 

recommendations for the 

“New Suburban” Area 

based on proximity of the 

small portion in the “Existing 

Rural Southwest” Area to 

146th Street and majority of 

the area being in the “New 

Suburban” Area.
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Comprehensive Plan
Westfield

“New Suburban” Background 

Statements include:

1. Page 38:  “…depicts the 

future residential growth 

of the community.”

2. Page 40:  “…expected that 

over time, the few 

remaining large agricultural 

tracts will be converted to 

residential development.
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Comprehensive Plan
Westfield

“New Suburban” Background 

Statements include:

3. Page 38:  “…will be 

predominantly 

residential, including a 

variety of housing types to 

serve different family sizes 

and life situations from 

entry level to retirement.”

4. Page 38:  “…variety of 

densities and a broad 

range of housing types 

will continue to be the 

prevalent development 

form.”
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Comprehensive Plan
Westfield

“New Suburban” Development Policies (pages 41 – 43):

The Comprehensive Plan identifies 21 Development Policies.

We are providing responses to each Development Policy, that can be summarized as follows:

1. Diversity: Five different communities that will provide a wide range of housing types and price 

points to serve different family sizes and life situations.

2. Connectivity: Trailways and pathways provide recreational opportunities and save access to 

adjacent neighborhoods, development amenities, regional paths and the golf course.

3. Buffering and Transitions:  Street Frontage Landscaping, Exterior Buffer Yards and Common 

Area treatments provide appropriate buffering to adjacent areas.

4. Flexible and Creative Design:  The curvilinear design is a departure from traditional 

neighborhood design, creates a wide range of lot sizes with varying setbacks, is environmentally 

friendly and provides more efficient vehicular and pedestrian travelways.

5. Preservation:  There are no natural limitations on development, and Wood Wind Golf Course and 

its structures will be preserved and enhanced.
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Comparable Westfield PUDs
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Comparable Westfield PUDs
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Comparable Westfield PUDs



42

Comparable Westfield PUDs
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Comparable Westfield PUDs
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Comparable Westfield PUDs
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Wood Wind PUD
On-going Study

Modifications and amendments to the PUD are contemplated and 

anticipated.  These may include:

1. Increasing the widths of buffer yards and modifying the 

types of plantings.

2.Provide more detail regarding the commercial and multi-

family areas.

3.Adding smaller parks or open spaces in the individual 

communities.

4.Pulte has commissioned a Traffic Impact Study to identify 

and address traffic concerns related to the Wood Wind PUD.
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Wood Wind PUD
Summary

In Summary:

1.The Westfield Comprehensive Plan contemplates and 

supports residential growth within the New Suburban 

Area to provide a variety of housing types to serve 

different family sizes and life situations from entry level 

to retirement.
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Wood Wind PUD
Summary

In Summary:

2.The total acreage, number of lots and density of the 

Wood Wind PUD is less than the total acreage, number 

of lots and density of the other two private golf course 

developments located in the Existing and New 

Suburban Areas.
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Wood Wind PUD
Summary

In Summary:

3. Traffic Impact Fees paid by the Developer will fund 

required traffic improvements.
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Wood Wind PUD
Summary

In Summary:

4. The Wood Wind PUD is consistent with the goals and 

recommendations of the Westfield Comprehensive 

Plan and implements the Development Policies 

specified in the Westfield Comprehensive Plan for all 

New Suburban Areas.
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Wood Wind PUD
Summary

In Summary:

5. The Wood Wind PUD provides the Wood Wind Golf 

Course with the ability to remain open as Westfield’s 

only public golf course and requires the existing golf 

course to remain as a golf course or open space.
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Wood Wind PUD
Summary

We look forward to continuing our work with the Mayor, 

members of the City Council and Plan Commission, the 

Planning Staff and neighbors to address their concerns.

Thank you for your consideration.



WOOD WIND OF WESTFIELD 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
Presentation to Westfield Advisory Plan Commission

September 6th, 2016















UPDATED: 09/08/16 @ 9:30 a.m. 

Page 1 of 2 
 

WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Docket Number:  1609-PUD-16 

Petitioner:   Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC by Ice Miller, LLP 

Request: Petitioner requests a change of zoning of 731 acres +/- from the 

AG-SF1: Agriculture / Single-Family Rural District to the Wood 

Wind Planned Unit Development (PUD) District to allow for a 

mixed-use development to include a golf course, single-family 

residential, multi-family residential and commercial uses.  

Enclosed Attachments:  

 

1. Mattern, Julia     Countryside     (08/26/16) 

2. Porzecanski, Ilana & Darrel Timpany  917 E 199th St   (08/27/16) 

3. Sochar, David and Cindy   16116 Ditch Road    (08/29/16) 

4. Good, Kristopher     Maple Village     (08/29/16)  

5. Gibson, Erin and Rick    2131 W 166th St    (08/30/16) 

6. Williams, Melissa and Steve   Centennial     (08/30/16) 

7. Billman, Susan and John   14901 Little Eagle Creek Ave (08/30/16) 

8. Pote, Linda     Countryside     (08/31/16) 

9. Smith, Denny and Jane   15951 Little Eagle Creek Ave (08/31/16) 

10. Levins, Richard and Sandy  15630 Towne Rd    (09/01/16) 

11. Passman, Richard   3510 W 151st St    (09/01/16) 

12. Lesniewski, Andrea   Countryside    (09/01/16) 

13. O’Connor, J Andrew MD   15201 Shelborne Rd   (09/02/16) 

14. Stafford, Stephen & Cynthia  15736 Towne Rd    (09/02/16) 

15. Moyer, Greg    15001 Shelborne Rd   (09/02/16) 

16. Hymbaugh, Karen   2929 W 159th St    (09/02/16) 

17. Beckner, Martin and Renee   15340 Shelborne Rd   (09/02/16) 

18. DiMascio, Mike and   17028 Towne Rd    (09/02/16) 

Thornburg, Brandee and Samara   

19. Kingshill, Ken    15606 Towne Rd   (09/02/16) 

20. Severson, Todd     2223 W 166th St    (09/02/16) 

21. White, Gloria    1510 W 161st St    (09/05/16) 

22. Goldman, Jim and Susan   Centennial     (09/05/16) 

23. Barrett, M. Stephen   Carriages Homes at Oak Trace  (09/05/16) 



UPDATED: 09/08/16 @ 9:30 a.m. 

Page 2 of 2 
 

24. Kemmer, Dennis and Patricia   1708 W 161st St    (09/05/16) 

25. Kotsanos, James and Annetta  0 W 156th St     (09/06/16) 

26. Schaefer, Kristin    Brookside     (09/06/16) 

27. DuBois, Suzy    1719 W 161st St    (09/06/16) 

Dubois, John    Public Hearing Presentation   (09/06/16) 

28. Todd, Dave    4125 W 156th St    (09/06/16) 

29. Kartes, Jaimie and Tammy  2002 W 166th St   (09/06/16) 

30. Harmeyer, Jennifer Foster and Robert  2222 E 161st St   (09/06/16) 

31. Smith, Jalene    Pines of Westfield   (09/06/16) 

32. Baker, Karna     1816 W 161st St   (09/06/16) 

33. Homann, Kurt and Carol   0 Shelborne Rd   (09/06/16) 

34. Davis, Joe     1631 W 161st St   (09/06/16) 

Whitson, Carol Davis 

Davis, Jim 

35. Levinsohn, John    0 W 159th St    (09/06/16) 

36. Miner, Karen    Merrimac    (09/06/16) 

37. Busch, Laurie         (09/06/16) 

38. Van Natta, Bruce    1881 W 161st St   (09/06/16) 
Public Hearing Presentation  

39. Laufter, Ross and Tina   2702 W 146th St   (09/06/16) 
Public Hearing Presentation      
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Jesse Pohlman

From: juliamattern@comcast.net
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 7:15 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Concerns about Pulte Development

Dear Jesse, 
 
I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed development by Pulte on the Southwest 
corridor of Westfield, near the WoodWind golf course.  My husband and I have recently moved to 
Westfield from Fishers.  During our 15 years in Fishers, the town grew considerably and as a result, 
there were many growing pains, particularly with the schools and community services (police/fire), as 
well as infrastructure (roads).  There has been a sizeable increase in traffic in that area (part of the 
reason we moved) and many natural areas have been disturbed.  It is disheartening to see the same 
thing starting to happen in Westfield.  This area is unique from the other surrounding cities and there 
is still unspoiled land that needs to be preserved. Already, we are watching Pulte build new 
developments along 161st Street and seeing them take down trees and fill the space with roads and 
structures.  We fear that the two-lane roads around this area will soon be congested with traffic, much 
like what we experienced in Fishers.   
 
Clearly, to add the number of houses Pulte is requesting is going to have an enormous effect on that 
area from an environmental perspective.  It would also be heartbreaking to lose such a beautiful 
property as the golf course, something which needs to be protected against.  This development will 
add students to schools that are already overcrowded and strain our available city fire and police 
resources. There is already a school referendum upcoming and my guess is that if further 
developments are allowed, that will only be the beginning of more taxes for everyone.   
 
It feels like this area is being overrun with Pulte developments and it makes me wonder whether the 
interests of "big money" are being put before those of the city.  I urge you to reject Pulte's plan and to 
consider the long-term, big-picture impact of such developments on the future of Westfield, to better 
balance economic development and growth with quality of life and preserving the beauty of the 
environment.   
 
Sincerely, 
Julia Mattern 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Ilana Porzecanski <iporze@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2016 3:04 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Against continued Westfield developments

RE: Public Hearing Tues, Sept 6, 2016 
 
 
Dear Mr. Pohlman: 
 
We are writing this letter to make you aware that we are against continued approval and development of 
new subdivisions in Westfield. They are popping up without regard the the capacity of the schools, 
capacity of the police/fire departments and the capacity the roads. 
 
There is no comprehensive plan to ensure that the growth of the public services complements the growth 
in housing. There is no plan in place to ensure the roads can handle the increased capacity of cars. There 
is no plan for preserving the green spaces and creating more parks for the increased population.  
 
Most people who live in Westfield do so because of its good schools and small town feel. Unbridled growth 
and development will ruin it. We don't want to see Westfield become a field of little boxed houses.  
 
We strongly request that the City of Westfield and the Planning Department put a moritorium on 
approving additional developments until public input can be obtained and a comprehensive development 
plan can be made to properly grow Westfield into a city that we would all like to continue to live in. 
 
Yours truly, 
Ilana Porzecanski & Darrel Timpany 
E 199th St. 



Pulte – How Much Is Enough? 8.26.2016

The Pulte Development that is being proposed should be refused on several 
points. 

1. The first point is that the current zoning for most of the parcels is AG-S/F -1
. This is adequate and appropriate for rural land in this district of the 
Township/City.  Since zoning began in 1978, the AG S/F 1 has preserved 
the rural feel of this area. This is a trait that has been identified as one of 
the most important things that needs to be preserved as Westfield 
considers growth. This zoning class has allowed individuals to have 3 acres 
or more upon which to build and secure a home and a life in Westfield.  
Many of the families that farmed on AG S/F 1 properties or built homes 
here did such a nice job that they helped make this an attractive place to 
live.

2. The Pulte development – or should I say 'Mega Development' is far too 
large and far too fast. Infrastructure will be taxed, as will the residents. 
Roads will become inadequate, schools will be more overcrowded, children 
will be shifted about, creating chaos for already busy families. 1500 houses 
will mean how many vehicle trips per day? 3,000? 4,000? The roads are 
already crumbling from the constant flow of tri-axles – how will they handle
the further construction traffic for this and then eventual residents?  How 
about the sewer capacity? The water? 

3. The Master Plan states that development is to be contiguous to the City. 
That was the intent when my study group requested it when the Plan was 
being developed. It was lobbied and altered a bit, but no matter, since it is 
widely ignored. Today, I ask that it be considered, and ask Pulte to come 
back with a smaller, more appropriate plan that makes use of the principle 
of Contiguous Development. This is how cities in Europe have grown for 
centuries and still preserved the core of the city and the walkable and 
ridable qualities of their towns. If Westfield continues to plan using 
contiguous development as a guiding principle, it will assure the commercial
center of the City will be revitalized and expanded appropriately for auto, 
foot and bicycle traffic, ensuring the success and broad use of Junction City 
Center. The historic Center of the City will thrive, with incentives or 
coercion needed. The 'sprawl and chain' will happen as planned along 32, 
but our City will survive in style. Satellite strip malls with their tacky 
themes and short life spans will not be needed or forced on residents as has
happened previously.

4. The Woodwind Golf Course is not guaranteed. This is a bit hard to believe. 
Lots of lip service, but no guarantee. This community asset is underused. In
the first 15 years of its existence, it was busy all the time. Event planners 
always had catered events going on, with bus traffic and caterers busy 



almost everyday at the course. The fact that the owner wants to sell belies 
the lack of interest in marketing and making the course – the only public 
course in the area- a busy and profitable community asset. His only interest
is short term profit from a sale. A sale to anyone. Imagine how hard it 
would be to replace this asset should if be desired in the future? I am sure 
that every Westfield resident will agree that the golf course should be a part
of any development in the area, and should never be turned into yet 
another crowded neighborhood. 

5. It is not the job of the City or its residents to make the Township 100% 
amenable for any – every – development that comes to town. We are the 
residents. We have invested, pay taxes, volunteer, raise our families and 
have businesses in this City. We are the City, are we not? When we speak, 
our representatives should listen, not find reason to explain why what we 
want may not be what they want. I am a business owner, as are many folks
in my neighborhood. If make a wrong decision, I will live with it. I will take 
responsibility for my decisions about the City also. My representatives will 
never again tell me that I do not know what is good for me and my 
neighborhood as they did – several times – during the forced placement of 
the strip mall at Spring Mill and 161st. That will live forever as the worst 
development decision leadership ever made. 

6. I do not know what these houses that Pulte proposes will be like, but I bet 
they are mostly starter homes, with the first models representing buildings 
that are 20% to 40% higher cost than the bulk of what will be built. This 
forces the least of materials and design and lot sizes so that the 
neighborhoods will be crowded, driveways and streets with cars in them all 
the time as families grow. These houses will not age well, as materials 
design does not predict the material useful life lasting as long as the 
mortgage. Westfield needs to raise the bar, to get a more diverse 
population so as to not tax the elementary schools, to make for more 
interesting residents of different economic means and ages. With this 
endless parade of 'starter' housing, Westfield will have a difficult time 
attracting better buildings and better developments. And we will become a 
desert of sorts, with a single simple typecast resident. Diversity aids the 
stability, longevity and livability of a community. Universality is not a 
desirable trait. 

At some point enough is enough. That point was reached as we approached a 
population or 35,000. Current developments – prior to this Pulte proposal – will 
take that population to near 60,000 as I understand it. 
Yes, Enough Is Enough.  

David R & Cindy R Sochar
16116 Ditch Road
Westfield, IN 46074
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Kristopher Good <addresstokris@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 1:41 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Westfield is over capacity.

Good afternoon, 
 
Bigger is NOT better. 
 
To boost Westfield from 36K to 60K in population would be amazing.  But to have 60K population AND 
amazing at the same time, Westfield needs all of the amenities, infrastructure, public works etc. of a 60K 
population. 
 
If Westfield keeps growing at the rate that it is currently at, we will not be able to send our kids to school, eat 
out at restaurants, drive on the roads or enjoy anything about Westfield.  We will merely lose property value 
because of the crime increase, terrible roads, over crowded schools and terrible reputation that Westfield will 
gain.  This area will soon be Lawrence with newer homes.   
 
I cannot imagine that the city government would consider that a positive image. 
 
Grow Westfield, but grow it at a pace that is sustainable. 4 kids per bus seat, 40 kids per class, 10 minutes to 
turn left ANYWHERE, water/sewer issues, crime rates increasing, this is only a FEW of the items that the city 
needs to be ahead of the game on BEFORE rapid development. 
 
2 more police stations,  
2 more fire departments,  
2 more post offices,  
More than 2 Kroger grocery stores 
4 lane streets (without pot holes) 
A few dozen stop lights or a hand full of round abouts. 
 
This City is not ready for 40K, let alone 60K 
 
Please stop looking to the immediate future (AKA immediate $$) 
 
The $$ will come ALONG WITH a reputation to sustain revenue flow if it is done right. 
 
Pulte, Arbor & Beazer will be happy to build a problem for a lot of $ then run to the next city, leaving Westfield 
to fend for it's self to solve the problem they created. 
 
CONCERNED in Westfield!!! 
 
Kris Good 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Erin Gibson <elmgib@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 3:50 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Pulte Proposed Neighborhood

Hello Jesse, 
 
We wanted to reach out to you as concerned homeowners about the proposed Pulte Development around the Wood Wind Golf 
Course. 
 
Firstly,  we are deeply concerned about the number of homes proposed in this plan!!  What are all these homes ( and people ) 
going to do to our schools, public services, roads,  etc.  Pulte shows no concern for these issues.   
 
Secondly,  the buffer zones around this development are at best VERY minimal!!!!!  We want to see the buffer zones at least 
doubled or better before this proposal is considered.  We moved to our location on 166th Street 16 years ago.  We moved 
to the “country” for the space, peacefulness, wild life, privacy, and relaxing environment.  We, over the years, have expected 
change, but this development is entirely too close to the existing homes that already exist around us and our neighbors.   We, 
along with our  
neighbors, expected the City to respect the Conservancy plan.  The proposed entrance / exit to the neighborhood from 166th 
street is unacceptable in our eyes and we are sure that our neighbors would agree.   
 
Thirdly,  we don’t understand why the City of Westfield has to “sell out” to every developer that comes along??  Stand your 
ground, set your standards high, and tell these developers what this area stands for.  The City of Zionsville isn’t full of “track 
homes” 
Westfield and Hamilton County are one of the most desirable areas in the State Of Indiana to build and settle down to raise a 
family.  The City of Westfield should be able to state their expectations to the builders and the builders should follow the plans 
for the area or bottom line, they aren’t approved to build.  Pulte says it’s all about the black wooden fences, and stone entries to 
their additions, but bottom line, Pulte is all about the almighty dollar.  Let’s put as many houses on a postage stamp for the 
most amount of money is their philosophy.  
 
Fourthly, we truly believe that before this proposal is considered,  Westfield should ask Pulte to enter into a contract that states 
the golf course at Wood Wind will remain a golf course for an extended amount of years ( 10, 20, etc. ) and they cannot destroy 
the course and build more houses on it.  Please stand your ground!!  Pulte is a national builder and makes millions and millions 
and milliions of dollars.  They can certainly afford to take care and maintain this beautiful course. 
 
Thank you for you time in reading this, and we hope that you take into consideration some of the concerns that we have, as I 
know our neighbors feel the same way. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erin And Rick Gibson 
Concerned Westfield Residents  
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Melissa Noparstak <mnoparstak@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 4:47 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: feedback on new pulte neighborhood proposal

Hi Jesse,  
Hope you are doing well.  I am writing to express my concerns regarding the new Pulte proposal.  As with other recent 
development possibilities, I am disappointed that Westfield is changing so drastically from the community that I chose to 
move to just two years ago.  We moved here to have a good combination of country and suburbs and to provide a good 
education for our children.  The following are my main concerns: 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely,  
Melissa (and Steve) Williams 
 

 Too many dwellings (1,500) - Impact on your quality of life, schools, roads, public safety 
 Not even close to following the Comprehensive Plan for density decreasing and open space on every parcel - not 

just the golf course 
 Golf Course is not a guarantee 
 Potential impact on property values 



August 30, 2016 

RE: Wood Wind Petition 

Dear Jesse, 

Thanks for allowing us the opportunity to express our views.  John and I live on 14901 Little Eagle Creek 

Ave.  We have been residents of Westfield since 1999. 

We would like to express a few concerns related to the Wood Wind PUD and are sharing the following 

thoughts. 

We believe the density of the areas not immediately by the golf course to be too high.  We have been 

fortunate that Carmel and Zionsville continue to build value added neighborhoods as the property to the 

south and west are developed.  We challenge Westfield to keep to the same consistent standards.  

Westfield is in the perfect sweet spot to be able to continue with lower density neighborhoods with high 

building standards.  We understand a mix of housing prices is important but all high density is an issue 

which is a theme in all of the PUD’s being considered. 

Keeping assessed value up is equally important.  Currently, Westfield has some of the highest school 

taxes.  Even though this is the case, the school has worked to add more tax burden with additional tax 

referendums. This reflects that our assessed value in the county is too low.  Pulte indicated that a 2 

bedroom, 2 bath home could be sold with an assessed value of $325,000.  I find this fact hard to accept.  

The impact to the tax base should be carefully considered.  Do not punish the good, long-term residents 

by allowing higher density homes that are easier to profit off of for the developers. 

We also do not understand the multi-family and commercial aspect of the community.  Once again, it 

appears that Westfield has several apartment complexes under consideration.  I am not sure that 

apartment complexes make a community desirable.  They have a place, but are more suited to areas 

that are close to major roads such as by State Road 32 due to the impact to the roads.   

This is the same thought with the commercial aspect.  We are not trying to say that we do not want it in 

our backyard but, careful placement of these buildings is critical as is the type.  To drive down 146th, 

which I believe was only to be residential in earlier plans, and see strip center after strip center is not 

desirable to any of us.  

Lastly, we have seen PUD’s start with one promise and over time, the promises are replaced with lower 

standards than agreed upon.  This has happened in Westfield with some very expensive neighborhoods 

where lower priced homes were eventually built.  If the price points of these neighborhoods are 

eventually degraded, when we could already be starting the neighborhood at the lower end, would be 

problematic.   

We moved to Westfield and Little Eagle Creek Avenue as we saw an area that had character that is hard 

to find in central Indiana.  We also want to see our property value increase.  We are hopeful that the 

Town of Westfield will plan for a community that will be desirable for the next 50 years or more.  A place 

that everyone is proud to call home and continues to have a strong sense of community. 

Susan and John Billman 

14901 Little Eagle Creek Ave 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Linda Ly <lindatly@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 31, 2016 9:53 AM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Overdevelopment of Westfield

Hello, 
 
I'd like to express my concern over the overdevelopment of Westfield. Before allowing any more 
housing additions, please ensure that we have the infrastructure to have the capacity for all these 
new lives. Let's keep Westfield as a good place to live. Don't allow for over crowding in schools... 4 
kids on one seat bus, children sitting in the aisles.  
 
Please consider the long term growth to make this a good community. 
 
Sincerely,  
Concerned Citizen 
Linda Pote 
17050 Troy Lane,  
Westfield, IN 46074 



August 30, 2016 
 
Westfield Plan Commission 
c/o Mr. Jesse Pohlman 
City of Westfield 
Westfield, IN  46074 
      Re: Wood Wind Development Plan 
      Petitioner: Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC 
                Docket No. 1609-PUD-16 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
As residents of Westfield, and specifically, residents in close proximity to the development plan proposed by Pulte 
Homes for Wood Wind Golf Club and acreage in and around the area, we would like to comment on the proposal 
before the Plan Commission. 
 
The City of Westfield has a Comprehensive Plan that includes the area involved.  As residents and property owners, 
we rely on the Comprehensive Plan as both a guideline and a rulebook for investing in our homes and properties.  We 
have invested in our properties based on that Plan.  However, the proposal offered for the Wood Wind Development 
Plan by Pulte Homes does not meet the terms and requirements stated in the Comprehensive Plan.   Until such plan 
adheres to the Comprehensive Plan in both letter and spirit, we would not be in favor of approval of the proposed 
development plan by the petitioner.  Regardless of the scope and specifics of the proposed PUD, the intent of the 
Comprehensive Plan was to provide a backbone structure for all landowners to make reasonable decisions as to 
investments in their property.  If the PUD as a whole circumvents the intent and specific guidelines of the 
Comprehensive Plan, it is only reasonable for a property owner in the vicinity of the PUD to be sufficiently concerned 
for the value of their own property.   
 
We are grateful that Pulte Homes has reached out to the community for input.  We are hopeful that they will continue 
to do so; and additionally, that they will modify their current plan to be in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
It goes without saying that developments will come to Westfield, and specifically to the area in and around Wood 
Wind Golf Club.  As property owners in the area, we absolutely depend on our elected and appointed officials to go by 
the rules in place.  Our concerns for our schools, and our roads, and our City supported health and safety services are 
heartfelt and real.  Bypassing the underlying rules with a PUD that meets neither the intent nor letter of the law as 
provided in the Comprehensive Plan is a backdoor to uncontrolled development that simply doesn’t meet the existing 
standards in place.  Unfortunately, it will also give a very unfair economic disadvantage to existing developments, such 
as Bent Creek, and will drive off great custom builders and developers who have followed the Comprehensive Plan in 
their submissions and subsequent approvals before the Plan Commission.   
 
The people representing Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC have to date acted in good faith, and we trust they will be 
building beautiful, Comprehensive Plan appropriate homes for our future neighbors and friends.  Indeed, some of us 
might someday own one of the homes in discussion.  But it is patently unfair to those of us already residing in the 
community, including the developers with approved subdivisions, to be held to one standard, and the developers of a 
PUD to be held to a different standard. 
 
We would respectfully request that the Westfield Plan Commission withhold their approval of any PUD until such time 
as it can be documented that the PUD in discussion is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan in place. 
 
Kindest regards, 
 
 
Denny & Jane Smith 
15951 Little Eagle Creek Avenue 
Westfield, IN  46074 





From: rpassman@indy.rr.com [mailto:rpassman@indy.rr.com  

On Sep 1, 2016, at 8:05 AM, "rpassman@indy.rr.com" <rpassman@indy.rr.com> wrote: 

City Council, 

Please review the attachment pertaining to the Pulte development PUD for Wind wood. 

I am unable to attend the 9/6/16 meeting, but want to share with you my concerns.  Bottom line,  I  think the 

proposal needs another iteration to address some key issues.  I  am not clear about the houses themselves.  There is a 

color code, and the lot sizes / house footprints vary in the PUD, but it is not clear what that means.  This is another 

thing that needs further review / clarification. 

Thank you for your consideration,  

Richard Passman 

<Counter to Pulte Proposal pdf 160831.pdf> 

 

From: Steve Hoover [mailto:shoover@westfield.in.gov]  

Sent: Thursday, September 1, 2016 10:55 PM 

To: rpassman@indy.rr.com 

Cc: Council Members <CouncilMembers@westfield.in.gov>; Jesse Pohlman <jpohlman@westfield.in.gov> 

Subject: Re: Prep for 9/6/16 meeting re: Pulte proposed PUD Wind Wood 

Richard, thanks for your very detailed analysis of the comp plan as it compares to the present Pulte proposal. It will 

be helpful as this moves through the process. 

I do wish to note however, that your references to streets on the comp plan (your page 9) appear to be incorrect. 

What you refer to as Towne Rd is actually Shelborne and what you refer to as Springmill is actually Towne Rd.  

Thanks again, 

Steve Hoover  

 

From: rpassman@indy.rr.com [mailto:rpassman@indy.rr.com]  

Sent: Friday, September 2, 2016 6:46 AM 

To: Steve Hoover <shoover@westfield.in.gov>; Jesse Pohlman <jpohlman@westfield.in.gov>; Chuck Lehman 

<clehman@westfield.in.gov>; Council Members <CouncilMembers@westfield.in.gov> 

Subject: RE: Prep for 9/6/16 meeting re: Pulte proposed PUD Wind Wood 

Steve,  

Thank you very much.  You are right about Towne Road – sorry for my error on that – I  was sure until  I  zoomed 

out & used the neighborhood road features to help confirm.  This has an impact on the point  I  make about over-

reach, so that should come off the table.  But Shelborne road is further west than you are thinking –  I’ll cover that 

below.  That line  I  thought was Towne, and you thought was Shelborne must just be a fence row.  Please bear with 

me on what follows, it is worth the little bit of time it takes: 

Please compare google maps view to the Comp Plan carefully.  I  was very careful in this aspect because  I  live on 

Shelborne Rd.  The resolution is not great, but use the Little Eagle Creek Tree line feature which is visible.  See 

where it intersects 146th St.  See where it intersects US 32.  Get the sense of scale, & compare to Google Maps for 

the same intersections.  Then follow the tree line of the creek / Eagle Creek Ave, going North from 146th St.  Find 

the place (little jog) where the tree line of Little Eagle Creek turns almost due East – coming up from the south.  On 

a south to north line, it is almost, but a little less than mid way between 146th and US 32 .  This is critical.   

This is at 159th St, and you can  see that on the Comp Plan & Google Maps.  159th St runs East from Little Eagle 

Creek / Eagle Creek Ave & that is visible on the Comp plan. Use that due east jog at 159th St feature as reference 

on the Comp Plan.   Confirm again on Google Maps.   

 

mailto:rpassman@indy.rr.com
mailto:rpassman@indy.rr.com
mailto:shoover@westfield.in.gov
mailto:rpassman@indy.rr.com
mailto:CouncilMembers@westfield.in.gov
mailto:jpohlman@westfield.in.gov


You will see that Shelborne Rd intersects the tree line of Little Eagle Creek  / Eagle Creek Ave a little bit West of 

the due eastern jog feature we are using as reference.  Measured on a S to N line, between US 32 & 146th Street, 

Shelborne road intersects Little Eagle Creek / Eagle Creek Ave a little less than half the distance to US32. 

This is key.   

If other people need help getting oriented on the Comp Plan (like  I  did), please use these two e-mail texts to help 

them.  I’ll  copy the Council members too so they can see what we are discussing – it is an important point. 

So, my over-reach point needs to come off the table – I  accept that.  Also, my horror to find out there is a local 

commercial area planned at Towne and 146th St, -  I  have to accept that too, because it is in the Comprehensive 

plan.   Please take that into consideration, but the rest of the points,  I  think are still valid.  I  really think we should 

avoid apartments and high density housing west of Towne Road though.  It is such an abrupt change  - much 

attention to transition / buffers needed. 

I  would revise my pages accordingly, but  I  cannot due to another commitment.  Please help cover for me on this 

with the others as needed.  Jesse can include this in the record  I  hope, since  I  can’t fix my slides.   

Thank you very much, 

Richard Passman 

   

 

 

 

 



Opposition to Pulte proposal 
for Wood Wind PUD

Richard Passman

8/30/16



Prerequisite for the Community of Westfield
before seriously considering the Pulte Proposal

Given the housing development that has been completed in the past 3 years, and the 
housing development already approved as of 8/29/16:

What is the plan for  elementary schools, middle schools, high schools, school buses & the bus hub – does the current 
plan provide the infrastructure capacity & number of teachers needed?

Will school administration or sports facilities need to increase as well?

What is Westfield’s plan for fire and police – does Westfield’s current plan provide the manpower & equipment 
needed?

What is Westfield’s plan for roads and other infrastructure needs – does the current plan cover everything that will be 
needed?

Is there a plan / budget for new community use parks (suggestion: similar to Cool Creek) - where?

Are the costs for all this expansion well covered by the tax revenue that has been and will be generated? 

Are there budget gaps (considering the above) that will require cutting costs, or raising taxes?  

Only if all the planning and projected budgets are in good shape, should the Pulte plan for another 1000 homes even 
be considered at this time.



If the prerequisites listed above are satisfied, then the following 
slides should be included in the consideration of the Pulte Plan.

This if fundamental: 

The comprehensive plan represents the collective voice of Westfield 
regarding development in our communities.  

Two basic paths forward: 

1. Ignore the voices of Westfield residents and all the motives for 
making a comprehensive plan.

2. Or follow the guidelines in the comprehensive plan. 



Some appealing features & some opportunities

The Pulte proposal has some good features:

• The curvilinear roadways are a nice approach.

• The bike path through the development is a nice feature, although it could be enhanced 
into a great feature.

• The plan does a good job in orienting the fronts of homes toward the main roads.

• The approach of using “ horse farm” type fencing will help it fit with the rural area.

• The plan includes buffers – but as highlighted in a following slide, many areas need more.

• There is some open / greenspace area – although not nearly enough outside the golf 
course portion.  

• In many areas, the plan uses park-like green space between a currently planned buffer, 
and the homes along the main roads.  Using a similar approach everywhere the 
development borders an existing property owner would address the buffer deficiency 
highlighted in a later slide.



Guidelines in the Comprehensive plan regarding 
development in the SW New Suburban area:

These lands should be developed according to rural standards. The key for this area will be land 

use transitions and buffers that accommodate suburban development in such a way that 

negative land use impacts on existing and stable rural uses are mitigated so as not to 

negatively affect the quality of life of long term rural residents.

Ensure proper land use transitions between dissimilar types of residential development. 

Use open space, parks, and less-intensive land uses as buffers in appropriate circumstances.

Require appropriate transitions and buffers between neighborhoods, particularly those of 

differing character or density. At interfaces between large lot residential property and new 

suburban development, baseline buffering requirements should be used to preserve the rural 

environment of those larger parcels (preferably through the use of reforestation to achieve 

natural conditions).

These are highlighted here to provide context for related comments that follow



Roads –The worst thing possible would be the divided boulevards as Pulte depicts 
in their plan
• The Pulte plan shows both Towne and 151st St as expansive divided 2 lane boulevards similar to 

Shelborne road south of 141th street or 136th street at Springmill.  This is costly, unnecessary, and 
devalues current homes.

• 151st St only extends between Shelborne and at Ditch roads.  Although it might look elegant in the Pulte 
plan, divided road does not make sense here. 

• A check of the Thoroughfare Plan confirmed that this misrepresents what Hamilton County intended for 
151st St in this area.  

• In addition, the author asks that Westfield does not make the same mistake as Carmel: Divided 2 lane 
boulevards require a very wide swath of land – this takes out existing residences’ plantings and a 
large portion of their yards. This would devalue existing property dramatically. The other horrible 
outcome, is that if cars are following a trash pickup truck, a person with car trouble, or if police pull 
someone over, traffic has no way to get around the obstruction.



The author focused on the most Southwest portion of the 
Pulte proposed PUD to highlight deviations from the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Many of the author’s points apply to 
other areas of the plan as well.



Figure below shows only one small portion of Pulte’s expansive development plan

The Pulte proposal largely ignores the guidelines 
outlined in the comprehensive plan.

Some glaring differences from the comprehensive plan:

• It does not offer nearly enough green space in SW New 
Suburban areas (except for the area which includes the 
golf course).  The most SW area (Existing Rural) has almost 
none.

• It does not reduce housing density as the neighborhoods 
extend west within the SW New Suburban zone.

• The neighborhoods proposed in “Existing Rural” are even 
higher density than Pulte proposes in “SW New 
Suburban”.

• The plan includes commercial and apartments in the 
Existing Rural zone.

• Buffers are inadequate for existing residents in both the 
SW New Suburban and SW Existing Rural areas.

Pulte is not in business to make greenspace.  They are in 
business to develop large areas and to sell houses.  One might 
expect their first proposal to be in their best interest – see if it 
flies – why not?



Pulte proposal overreaches into “Existing Rural” area

Comprehensive plan shows “SW 
New Suburban” (yellow) ending 
east of Towne Road at 151st St.

Pulte proposal includes wide swaths 
of dense neighborhoods in “Existing 
Rural” zone (gray)

Pulte proposal includes both 
commercial and Apartments west of 
Towne Rd in the Existing Rural zone 

Commercial is intended for the 
brown area along US 32 (bottom of 
figure).

A “local commercial” zone is 
designated in pink at Springmill and 
146th St.

Towne Rd
151st St.

This figure taken from current Comprehensive plan (2007)



Just West of Towne Rd
This portion of the Pulte Plan West of Towne road should
not be approved.

This is clearly expanding commercial, flexible use, and high 
density housing into an area intended for a low density, 
rural life style.

Westfield has already approved 4 apartment 
developments between Towne and Ditch roads, 2 in the 
SW New Suburban area!  What??  

Draw the line on this at Towne Road – enough is enough!

If you accept the argument that it fits because nearby 
there is a commercial area, or an apartment building, then 
you may as well throw out the comprehensive plan.



Westfield respects that many people want to live in a rural environment instead of a 
housing development.  Westfield supports these residents, and values the diversity of 
home environment choices in our communities.

From the comprehensive plan: 
“Existing Rural Southwest” - This 
area is designated as Existing Rural, 
because it is largely already 
developed, and its rural character is 
viewed as a long-term condition: it is 
not intended to convert to other 
types of uses. Specifically, this area 
provides not just a rural character 
that is valued by the community; it 
provides an area where residents 
can live a rural lifestyle …

Example of typical Existing Rural properties

Forcing high density housing, apartments and commercial business into the Existing Rural area would be devastating 
to residents who selected this area, and negatively impact property values



Buffers – to minimize impact to existing residents
This is just one tiny example

From the comprehensive plan: The 
key for this (SW rural) area will be 
land use transitions and buffers 
that accommodate suburban 
development in such a way … so as 
not to negatively affect the quality 
of life of long term rural residents. 

Woefully inadequate buffer - The Pulte plan locates a row of tightly packed homes, with their back yards facing an 
existing SW Rural home on 7 acres.  When this existing home owner steps outside and looks east, he will be looking at 
the backs of 10 Pulte homes running the length of his property.  The plan for this adjacent area to his east has 
approximately 17 homes on the same foot print as his property.

In this specific example, an appropriate buffer would be to leave the stand of trees and eliminate all the homes planed 
for the west side of the retention pond.  

Inadequate buffers are a problem everywhere the development impinges on an existing property. 



Zoom in previous slide image for additional detail

From the comprehensive plan: 
Preserve natural features such as 
stands of trees, water bodies, and 
wetlands when land is developed.

The proposed Pulte development 
(at this location) contains one of the 
very few remaining stands of 
mature hardwoods.  Per the 
comprehensive plan, a responsible 
development would preserve this 
natural feature, perhaps in 
conjunction with a bike path.  
However, the Pulte plan removes 
every tree to accommodate more 
homes.



The guidance for useable open space is mostly ignored in the Pulte proposal

From the comprehensive plan: 
Require open space in all new 
developments. Open spaces 
should consist of usable areas or 
valuable natural areas. Open 
space should not consist only of 
land that is left over in the site 
plan review process.

The open spaces in the proposed 
neighborhoods that are detached 
from the golf course, consist of 
several small retention ponds.
This approach renders the small 
fraction of open space almost 
useless.  The smallest retention 
ponds will be considered by many 
people to be an eyesore, and only 
increase the risk of a toddler 
drowning.  
The author suggests that if a 
retention pond approach is used, 
instead of many small ponds, make a 
few large ones so the water could be 
used for fishing or paddle boats. 



Example photos show 
the current open, rural 
character of this area

From the comprehensive plan: Recognize that 
the southwestern area of the township 
identified as rural on the map is unique relative 
to the other rural areas. … the character of the 
southwest rural area should remain essentially 
unchanged. New growth and development in 
this area should be reviewed with the intent of 
ensuring that it is compatible both from a use 
and density perspective, with minimal impact 
on the natural and visual environment.



Where is the usable green space?

Bike path simply runs between homes –
combine this feature with green space.

Could anyone squeeze in one more house 
on this layout?

This area has one of the highest housing 
densities, no useable green space, is 
planned to be next to apartment buildings, 
and it is offered in the Existing Rural zone!  



Housing density
From the comprehensive plan: 

… ensuring that it is compatible both from 
a use and density perspective, with 
minimal impact on the natural and visual 
environment.

… every effort should be made to 
encourage uses that preserve this open 
character. … no more than one unit per 
three acres gross density. This area may 
have rural subdivisions, developed with 
substantial open space by using Rural or 
Conservation Subdivisions as described 
elsewhere in this plan. Higher gross 
densities, up to one unit per acre, may be 
permitted only in Conservation 
Subdivisions …

This figure was clipped from the Pulte plan 
showing what should be the lowest 
housing density in their plan – Pulte’s most 
SW developed area – it is in the “Existing 
Rural” zone



In Conclusion:
• The voice of the Westfield community is captured in the Comprehensive Plan, 

expressing that new development of “Southwest New Suburban” and “Southwest 
Existing Rural”, should preserve the characteristics and lifestyle which currently 
exist.  Parts of the Pulte proposal are in obvious conflict with this rural area.

• High density housing, apartments, flexible use, and commercial buildings should 
not be allowed to expand into what remains of the SW Existing Rural area.

• The Pulte proposal incorporates some aspects of Westfield’s Comprehensive Plan.  
But, largely does not conform to the Plan guidelines; it has some features in 
conflict with what the Westfield Community wants as their future.

• We would invite the Pulte representatives to put forth a proposal that fits well 
with Westfield’s Comprehensive Plan, and show that they are the right developer 
to work with, in the “Southwest New Suburban” and “SW Existing Rural” areas of 
Westfield.



1

Jesse Pohlman

From: Andrea Lesniewski <a.lesniewski6@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 1, 2016 12:18 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Against Woodwind Development/Pulte Plan

 
 
Hello, my name is Andrea Lesniewski and I live at 16752 Lakeville Crossing in Countryside. 
 
My husband and I moved to Westfield in 2003.  At the time we had a 2-year-old son and a 2-month-old 
daughter. We were so very excited to move to Westfield where there was still that small town feel but there was 
room to grow.  Lots has changed in our town and in my family since then!   
 
My husband and I still live in the same house in Countryside but now we have four kids!  I currently have a 
freshman, a middle schooler, an intermediate student and the last one at Oak Trace Elementary.  Yes, I have one 
in each school for the next two years!  As a result, I have eyes and ears at the four schools and I can tell you the 
majority of the people I hear from are getting very nervous about the amount of homes being built in the 
city.  What are we going to do with all of these people?  Not only do we not have the infrastructure to support 
this growth, but we are also losing our small town feel for which so many people have moved here. 
 
One of my biggest concerns with the infrastructure is the school buses.  We currently have three different buses, 
drivers, routes and pick-up/drop-off times in my home.  The only thing they all have in common is how 
overcrowded each bus is!  My children are sitting three to a seat...which is probably fine on the elementary bus 
but is not fine on the other two buses.  The kids simply do not fit!  So...the kids are sitting on the floor.  ON 
THE FLOOR!  I realize that the district recently purchased buses.  I was very excited to hear this...then I found 
out that they only bought two buses.  I feel like this is putting two stitches in a wound that really needs ten.  My 
middle/intermediate kids were lucky, one of the new buses took one stop off of their route.  My kids have 
reported there are now a few seats with kids sitting two to a seat but the majority of them still have three. When 
these houses are done being built in the neighborhoods that have already started, how will these kids get to 
school?  Is there money in the budget for more buses?  If Pulte builds this huge neighborhood at 
Woodwind...what will we do then?  The bus problem is just one concern we have with the growing number of 
homes.  Once the buses get the kids to school...where are we going to put them?  
 
I understand the benefits of responsible development but we've reached a point of too much, too fast.  When do 
we say stop? 
 
 
Thank you very much for taking the time to read my letter. 
Andrea Lesniewski 
 
  
 
 



From: Andy O'Connor [mailto:jandrewoconnor@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 1, 2016 8:03 PM 
To: Daine Crabtree <dcrabtree@westfield.in.gov>; Jesse Pohlman <jpohlman@westfield.in.gov> 
Subject: Regarding Pulte and 1609-PUD-16 
 

Esteemed Westfield Advisory Plan Commission 

I write you to voice my concerned objection to the proposed Pulte housing edition in the area near my rural home in 

Westfield. The docket number in question is 1609-PUD-16. 

I purchased my land in Westfield in 2012 because my wife and I were charmed by Westfield and all it has to offer. 

We knew Westfield to be a smart and exciting town with superior schools and access to great shopping and 

entertainment, and we knew Westfield to be a place that was friendly to rural living. In particular, we wanted to 

escape from the overcooked suburban landscape in Carmel that had been our home for years. So, we built our dream 

home and nestled it among similarly lovely houses with great neighbors, all of us happily living a country lifestyle 

near one of “America’s Best Small Towns”. 

Now, sadly, I fear that a housing developer which has no interest in our community is unleashing plans to take 

advantage of my favorite town and the people in it. This plan would disrupt the rural lifestyle that so many people 

here enjoy. It would threaten our infrastructure and bring increased traffic to country roads not designed for such 

travel. Further, and perhaps most importantly, I believe it would diminish the appeal that Westfield has by tarnishing 

the very things that make it so desirable. 

My young family and I moved to Westfield and built a quiet house in the country because we knew the true 

character of this community. My neighbors and I take care of our land and we take care of each other. This is the 

Westfield that people think of when our town’s name is mentioned. And it is this Westfield that my Carmel friends 

think of when they tell me they envy my choice to live in this beautiful rural environment. Naturally, our town needs 

urban, suburban, and rural environments. I do not argue this point, and I do not argue with anyone who chooses to 

live in a large suburban neighborhood. But Pulte hopes to capitalize on our enticing reputation by indiscriminately 

developing rural land into unnaturally-suburban spaces, irrespective of the existing, proper, and purposeful 

boundaries of these areas. 

In your deliberations, I ask that you consider not just my opinion and the disappointment that may come to my 

neighbors and me, but also the obvious ultimate effects that would befall a charming town like ours if it abandons its 

most alluring features. Let us not squander the characteristics that make us special, and let us not become the victims 

of our allure. 

 Respectfully, 

 J Andrew O’Connor MD 

15201 Shelborne Rd Westfield 

 



 

Stephen & Cynthia Stafford 

15736 Towne Road 
Westfield, IN 46074 

  
September 1, 2016 

  
Westfield City Council 
Westfield City Council and Advisory Plan Commission 
City of Westfield 
130 Penn Street 
Westfield, IN 46074 
  
Dear Council and Commission Members: 

Well, here we go again! A major, residential land developer has submitted a plan to you for a 

curvilinear development design that doesn’t fit with stated specifications of 1) the comprehensive 

plan, 2)current conditions and the character of current structures and uses in our rural district, 3) 

the most desirable use for which the land in our district is adapted, nor 4) the conservation of 

property values throughout the jurisdiction. Worst of all, the proposal in no way represents 

responsible development and growth. 

The developer does not guarantee that Wood Wind Golf Course will be protected in the future. 

The argument has surfaced that the golf course may not survive anyway, so why not build homes 

on and around it? Perhaps the question should be: has the City of Westfield promoted the golf 

course as a vital city asset and amenity? For example, why not make golf cart paths available to 

walkers when the course is closed for golf? That type of promotion is a creative way to bring 

attention to Wood Wind's beauty and benefit to residents; thus, bring more people to the area. 

 When are you, our elected officials, going to take a strong stand against this type of rampant and 

invasive proposal? We reject the idea that we are to accept the “new reality” of houses on almost 

every square foot of Westfield. The reason for the current Pulte development is the oldest of 

realities: money.  

 Greenspaces like Wood Wind are documented resources for the public good and individual 

health; simply ask those who developed the Monon Trail or the city leaders in Carmel, for 

instance. When large greenspaces are destroyed, they cannot be replaced, rebuilt, or restored. Do 

you really want to be responsible for permanently obliterating an already invaluable community 

asset?   

Please keep the comprehensive plan in place and vote to preserve unique and irreplaceable 

community assets.  

 

Sincerely, 

Steve and Cynthia Stafford  

 



TO: Westfield Advisory Plan Commission 
FROM: Greg Moyer 
SUBJ: Wood Wind Planned Unit Development (PUD) District  
DATE: September 2, 2016 
 

 

When my wife and I purchased our home in 2013, we made immediate investments to 

improve the character of our land. We planted well over 200 native trees purchased 

from the DNR. We spent (& continue to spend) time and money replacing our lawn with 

native grasses and forbs. Throughout this time, we have trusted that the comprehensive 

plan will help protect our investment and preserve the rural life we chose. The plan 

established an agreed-upon vision for preserving the area’s rural use and feel. The 

current Wood Wind PUD proposal clearly fails to satisfy the plan’s vision in several key 

areas: 

Lack of proper land use transitions 

The first, and most obvious area where the current proposal falls short, is a lack 

of proper land use transitions. The proposed density and addition of commercial 

use leaves no room for an orderly transition from suburban to rural land uses. 

Development in this area should emphasize the interconnection between new 

development and existing uses. Special consideration should be given to 

protecting natural features and incorporating common open space in order to 

mitigate the impact of development on current residents. Lot size and open 

space should increase as the development moves west from existing 

developments on Ditch Road. Substantial reforestation buffers should be added 

in addition to making a concerted effort to preserve currently wooded lots. 

Lack of consistency with recent zoning decisions 

Residents who built homes along Shelborne Road in the last few years were 

asked to comply with the city’s comprehensive plan. They built on lots greater 

than 3 acres. They were required to include substantial setbacks. They 

preserved trees along the street to screen their homes. Several parcels of the 

proposed development are within a few hundred feet of these recently built 

homes and contain the same dense pine habitat. 

Even recently built homes near the golf course comply with the 0.33 homes per 

acre guidance contained in the comprehensive plan: 

 1929 W 156th, 3 acres, built in 2012 

 1933 W 156th, 3 acres, built in 2011 



 2101 W 161st, 3 acres, built in 2014 

 1924 W 161st, 3 acres, built in 2008 

Approving substantially higher densities would not be consistent with these recent 

development decisions. The Wood Wind PUD lies within the same designated 

area under the comprehensive plan: Existing Rural Southwest. Why should 

developers be granted an exception to far exceed the 0.33 homes per acre 

guidance? Have any individuals asked for and received a similar exception? Spot 

zoning would create conflict where none should exist. 

No clear consideration for the preservation of Little Eagle Creek 

It appears that drainage of the development itself is all that has been considered. 

A development of this size will alter the volume and path of water flowing into 

Little Eagle Creek. The drainage of the land across the agricultural ground, 

through the woods along Shelborne, and into the creek is readily apparent from 

satellite views. Furthermore, the development will reduce the amount of rain water 

allowed to soak into the soil. Ground water recharge is essential to protect the 

private wells of current residents. A broader approach and more study are needed 

to protect the watershed. 

Failure to preserve Little Eagle Creek Avenue as a scenic by-way 

The roads in this area are immensely popular with bicyclists on the Little Eagle 

Creek Loop. The loop offers a peaceful ride with low traffic density and beautiful 

views of a diverse landscape. Even without the benefit of a traffic study, it is clear 

that adding 1,000 homes to this area will increase traffic substantially. This will 

reduce the viability of the bike loop. It will also make running and dog walking on 

narrow roads more dangerous for the current residents. 

Failure to locate house lots so as to respect natural features 

Development in this area should attempt to locate homes in ways that preserve 

the open feel and scenic views. The concept plan presented at the August 8th 

council meeting does little to respect natural features. The following design 

elements make this clear: 

 The development along Shelborne Road would remove a large portion of the 

dense pine forest currently found there. This would substantially alter one of 

the most serene stretches of the bike loop. If the posted signage is correct, 

this parcel receives reduced property taxes as part of the DNR’s classified 

forest program. Replacing the forest with a housing development is not 

consistent with good stewardship of the land. 



 The views of open space at 159th Street and Little Eagle Creek Avenue will 

transition to views of suburban backyards. Homes should be set back much 

further from the road so as to preserve the open feel in that area. 

 The development would mask and obscure the rolling hills found at Wood 

Wind and along 161st street. Homes should be situated so that current 

residents, prospective residents, and those traveling through the area can 

enjoy the natural topography. 

Saving Wood Wind 

The golf course is a valuable recreational asset that attracts visitors to Westfield. 

We should take reasonable steps to save the course. Damaging the credibility of 

the comprehensive plan in order to save the course seems too high of price to 

pay. 

The course should be viable without additional homes or HOA fees. The city’s 

population has more than doubled since the course was constructed. This 

increase in customer base has helped the course become one of the busiest 

courses in central Indiana (30,000 rounds annually). It is not clear why it has 

failed to prosper under these favorable conditions. 

A third party review of the golf course’s finances, business plan and long-term 

viability should be conducted. This would help ensure that one of the central 

goals of the Wood Wind PUD proposal would be met. It would also help identify 

other paths for saving the course. 

 

In conclusion, it is clear that there are many issues that need to be resolved before the 

Wood Wind development can move forward. The beauty of this area is what attracted 

us to Westfield. Neither Carmel nor Zionsville can offer anything comparable. The open 

feel and natural beauty of the area will ensure that it remains a desirable place to live. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide input. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
Greg Moyer 

15001 Shelborne Rd 

Westfield, IN 46074 



September 1, 2016 

 

Reference:  Wood Wind Development/Pulte Plan 

 

Dear Westfield Advisory Plan Commission, 

 

I received a certified letter this week from Ice Miller about the continued over development in Westfield – 

specifically their request to rezone approximately 731+ acres along Towne Road.  This will directly 

impact me and my way of life.  This area is zoned agriculture and they want to change the zoning.  Please, 

please consider the future of this area and what your decisions today will mean forever.  You must put a 

stop to this rezoning and support responsible development and growth in Westfield.    

 

The last time I spoke at one of your planning meetings, the good-old-boy Advisory Plan Commission 

snickered when I mentioned that Westfield is headed for slum conditions.  As I mentioned, I have lived 

and travelled to more than 50 countries.  Does anyone else on the commission have that experience?  I 

have travelled and worked in some of the worst slums in the world (Mumbai slums for example).  Has 

anyone on the commission done that?  As an expert epidemiologist in communicable and non-

communicable diseases, I have worked and published with some of the most world-renowned,public 

health experts at Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and the World Health Organization (WHO) for more 

than 30 years.  That is what I do -- I study health problems and the environmental factors that lead to 

morbidity and mortality.  I have studied and reported on infectious disease (polio, vaccine preventable 

diseases, HIV, etc.,)  and non-infectious health problems including alcohol and drug abuse, fetal alcohol 

syndrome, domestic violence, suicide, etc.,.  So, I do know what I am talking about and would be happy 

to give you my CV or provide references from CDC or WHO.   

 

My definition of a slum is a heavily populated urban formal or informal settlement characterized by 

substandard housing and squalor. 

 

Are you aware that Westfield has one section 8 housing location and two tax credit locations?  The tax 

credit program, also known as the "federal low-income housing tax credit program" or simply LIHTC, is 

a popular “affordable” housing program that has been around since 1987.  Unlike most housing programs 

that are administered by HUD, the tax credit program is administered by the IRS, in coordination with 

state housing finance agencies across the country.  Landlords who participate in the program get to claim 

tax credits for 10 years for their tax credit properties in return for renting at least some of their apartments 

to low-income tenants at a restricted rent.  Listed below is just a few examples of what we are already 

dealing with: 

 

• Valley Farms on Union Street has 92 units, 

• Commons at Spring Mill has 72 units at Maple Knoll, 

• Casey Acres Apartments on Casey Rd. north of highway 32 has 252 units;   

o 40 units are still available and the apartment management group is actively advertising in 

Gary, Marion, Muncie and other impoverished communities, 

o Three people in Casey Acres Apartments have over dosed since the beginning of the 

year.  One of these over dose victims was buried utilizing Township Trustee funding, 

o Casey Acres Apartments has utilized the entire third quarter relief fund from our 

Township Trustee office in just the last 30 days. 

• Casey Acres Apartments and these other properties have created a significant drain on public 

safety and other local resources, 

• According to our Township Trustee 20% of our current population receive some type of 

government financial aid.  That means one in five people are getting tax-supported assistance. 

 



Does the planning commission realize that there are currently four additional apartments already 

approved for the Conservancy area?  This is already an additional 1,734 units.  Please also consider the 

following when you are reviewing the Pulte proposal.  

 

• Our unified development ordinance says that the Multifamily 1 complexes should not be 

within .75 miles of one another.  The proposed Pulte apartment complex of 425 units is 

within .75 miles of the Town West 480 unit approved apartment complex and clearly violates 

our Unified Development Ordinance.  

• Although it is tempting to approve additional apartments because of the 2% tax collection and 

the ability to TIF the apartments and divert the taxes to other community needs (e.g., pay bills 

for Grand Park), consider the long term consequences of what you are doing and the negative 

impact for our entire community.   

   

I request that you please consider the comprehensive plan and do the right thing to support responsible 

development and growth in Westfield.  Believe me, I have witnessed firsthand the consequences if we 

don’t.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Karen Hymbaugh 

2929 W 159th Street 

Westfield, Indiana 46074 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: mbeckner@americanestateplanners.com
Sent: Friday, September 2, 2016 11:34 AM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Re:  Woodwind PUD-Sept 6 Hearing

Jesse Pohlman 

Senior Planner 

  

Thanks, for the information yesterday as to whether the proposed Wood Wind PUD would extend over to 
Shelborne Road.  Now that I have examined the details on your website it appears that approval of this 
PUD would have a dramatic effect on the residents along Shelborne between 146 Street and Little 
Eagle.  It appears that in using the sliver of real estate owned by my neighbor,Koss, would allow a 
tremendous amount of vehicular traffic to enter and exit on Shelborne Road right in front of my property. 

As you are aware Shelborne between 151 and Little Eagle is a very narrow road that has a one lane bridge 
adjacent to my property.  Along this road are large tracts and farmland.  Many bike riders use this road 
because of the quiet nature and natural beauty of  this stretch of road.  As a resident and a taxpayer of 
Westfield I would strongly object to allowing this PUD to extend over to Shelborne.  

Most of my neighbors were not even aware that Shelborne would be affected by this extremely large 
PUD.  All publicity has indicated everything would be east of Shelborne.  Allowing the extension into 
Shelborne would require a complete widened road with a new bridge over the creek at 151.  Also, a 
significant amount of traffic exiting from this subdivision onto this Shelborne at rush Hour would cause a 
traffic jam at the four way stop at the intersection with 146. 

Therefore, we voice our opposition to this PUD for all of the reasons cited by the Neighbor Meeting and 
specifically the use of the Koss property to involve Shelborne Road as a part of this PUD.  We purchased 
this real estate 10 years ago specifically for the quiet, rural nature and large open tracts of real 
estate.  The approval of this PUD as proposed would jeopardize the value of our property as well as to all 
the landowners along Shelborne between 146 and Little Eagle Ave. 

Please bring this opposition to the attention of the Advisory Plan Commission prior to the September 6 
hearing.  Thank you for your immediate attention. 

  

Martin Beckner and Renee Beckner 

15340 Shelborne Rd, Westfield, In 46074    cell 317-217-9911 

  

  



Mike DiMascio 
Brandee Thornburg 
Samara Thornburg 
17028 Towne Rd 
Westfield, Indiana 
 
To: Jesse Pohlman 
Date: Friday, September 2, 2016 
 
We moved into Westfield in 2013, purchasing a beautiful home built in 1978 by long-time residents Kent and 

Nadine Eikenberry. We had to compete with 5 other offers received with 2 days of its listing! Why? Because not 

only are the house and its property beautiful, but the surrounding area exhibits so much natural beauty. Little 

Eagle Creek and its tributaries and watershed area have created incredible natural beauty in the area that 

includes and surrounds the Wood Wind golf course. 

As residents, we have been spending a lot of money on home and property improvements: White vinyl picket 

fence - $15,000, replacing old siding with new James Hardie fiber-cement siding - $20,000 (and going on right 

now), replacing windows and doors, improving insulation, professional lawn and tree services and planting of 

many new trees - $10,000. Soon will be a new roof - $15,000. This is a lot of money for us! We didn’t inherit a 

big farm with hundreds or thousands of acres like many big landowners did. We are doing this because it is 

beautiful around here, we plan to stay here, and we feel it will become even more beautiful with the proper 

development that honors the Westfield-Washington Township Comprehensive Plan and follows its guidance. 

The Comprehensive Plan plays a major role in protecting our property values and the beauty and lives of 

Westfield. It sets parameters that we as loving residents want for all future development proposals. The current 

Wood Wind PUD proposal by Pulte does not comply with several key components of the Comprehensive Plan, 

and will quite likely hurt existing property values all around the area. The proposed homes and multi-family 

dwellings are much denser than the Comprehensive Plan designates, and they and are of lower quality 

construction and design that the homes in the area. Our daughter Samara attends the Westfield school system. 

How will this impact the school infrastructure? Safety is also huge issue on Towne Rd with many bicyclists and 

joggers already being run off the roads, if not run over. We do all three run and bike on this road. 

We understand that great opportunities exist for developers in this area (how many “What’s happening here?” 

signs are out there?). We understand that Wood Wind Golf Course could benefit from a well-designed and well-

constructed residential neighborhood surrounding and integrated into it. Profit maximization is usually at odds 

with the Comprehensive Plan and with the health and value of Westfield, so caution and time is always 

warranted. We cannot stand by and let massive, high density, monotonous, profit-maximized construction of 

economy homes un-deserving of the area hurt the value of our home and our hard work improving it. 

Please stand with us and work with Pulte for higher level of design and construction, buffering and 

landscaping, and less density! 

This project is massive. Let’s make sure we take time evaluating this, and let’s expect more than the weak home 

designs and construction that Pulte has proposed. Pulte CAN do much better! 

Sincerely, Mike DiMascio, Brandee Thornburg, and Samara Thornburg 



To:   Advisory Plan Commission and City Council Members 
 
From:   Ken Kingshill 
 
Date:   September 2, 2016 
 
Re: Wood Wind PUD 
 

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express my thoughts regarding the Wood Wind PUD.  
 
My wife and I have lived at 15606 Towne Road since April, 1997.  Our property is the southernmost 
residential parcel on the west side of Towne Road at the intersection of Towne and 156th Street.  We 
moved to Westfield from Southern California and were not familiar with the pace of development in 
Hamilton County at that time.  When we bought our home, we estimated that the corn fields abutting 
our property to the south would develop within five years.  So with that mindset, we feel like we have 
been playing with “house money” for the last 15 years.   
 
I appreciate having had the opportunity to meet privately with Dave Compton of Pulte Homes twice in 
the past six months regarding this development. 
 
Here are my thoughts: 
 

1. The Golf Course.  Preservation of the golf course is the paramount issue.  I appreciate Pulte’s 
commitment to maintaining the viability of the golf course.  Please be sure that the PUD 
language adequately preserves the land that is currently the golf course (and all new golf course 
land) as such for perpetuity.  This is the cornerstone of the entire development.  In fact, I believe 
that Pulte counts the golf course as part of their open space.  If for some reason the golf course 
as a business no longer becomes viable, please ensure that the golf course land remains open 
space. 
 

2. Density.  Many of my neighbors in the general area are concerned about density and I do not 
disagree with them.  They correctly cite the Comprehensive Plan’s recommendation that density 
gradually decreases west of Ditch Road and north of 146th Street.  We did not do a great job of 
following that recommendation with Harmony.  I think density is an issue that needs to be 
considered (understanding that Pulte states that they need a certain number of units in order to 
make the Golf Course viable.) 
 

3. Curvilinear Street Layout.  Finally a developer/builder has listened to our pleas to greatly reduce 
the number of homes that back up to our public thoroughfares!  The curvilinear street design as 
currently depicted in the concept plan reduces the number of backyards directly facing the 
major streets in the area.  Please ensure that the PUD language is strong enough to require the 
depicted layout.  Too often we have approved a PUD partly based on an illustrative concept plan 
that then is hardly followed once building commences (example: Springmill Trails PUD). 
 



4. Building Materials, Architectural Design, and Lot Standards.  Please ensure that the PUD 
language requires quality building materials and architectural design and lot standards that will 
result in the homes actually built falling within the values that Pulte promises. 
 

5. I would like to request that the speed limit on Towne Road be reduced.  If this development is 
approved as proposed, traffic on Towne will clearly increase.  Motorists are currently driving 55+ 
mph with the posted 45 mph limit. 

 
 
In conclusion, I feel that this development is a viable opportunity to save the golf course for the entire 
community.  While the sheer magnitude of the proposal is a shock to many people who live in the area 
and is arguably counter to the recommendations of the current Comprehensive Plan, and therefore 
needs some work, it might be the best viable solution.   
 
 
A NOTE ABOUT THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:  I was a member of the Southwest Quadrant Committee 
that provided input and helped to draft the portion of the Comprehensive Plan that is pertinent to this 
proposal.  We routinely had 80+ people at our meetings discussing our wishes for the Southwest portion 
of Washington Township.  This included people who had an interest in developing the area.  I specifically 
remember Nels Ackerson, Caito & Carrigan, and the family who owned the land that was eventually 
rezoned as the Westgate PUD (Drees Homes) all attending and providing input at the meetings.  I bring 
this to your attention because these people influenced the eventual outcome in such a way that 
probably tempered the true desires of the residents in the area.  Without the input of these developers 
and landowners protecting their specific interests, the language of the Comprehensive Plan would likely 
have been even more restrictive in this area than it is.  Again, this is just to give you some background 
and legislative intent with regard to the relevant portions of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 



From: TS [mailto:seversons@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 2, 2016 3:24 PM 
To: Jesse Pohlman <jpohlman@westfield.in.gov> 
Subject: Gigantic Pulte Development 

 

Hello, 

 

My name is Todd Severson. 

 

I live on property directly adjacent to the proposed massive Pulte development around Wood Wind. 

 

While I  would rather not have 15 generic houses in my back yard as opposed to the beautiful trees  I have now, 

there is a bigger issue. 

 

The issue is what Westfield is becoming. You see I can move and get rid of Westfield from my life, but I care about 

the city and it's future. 

 

You see people moved to Westfield. They did not move to Fishers.  

 

People moved here to have something different. A smaller town, with open spaces and smaller schools. 

 

Westfield is on the road to becoming Fishers, with overcrowding, clogged traffic, and huge schools, and generic 

national home builder subdivisions as far as the eye can see. 

 

The vast majority of citizens don't want that. 

 

We need leaders with vision and fortitude to do something different. To say no to the massive cookie cutter 

subdivisions that are just like every other suburb around Indy. 

 

Westfield has a chance to set the bar for development here and nationally by doing something different. By saying 

no to massive cookie cutter subdivisions and yes to open spaces, farm fields left to farm, and controlled 

development with larger lots and bigger homes with less impact on traffic and schools. 

 

Why can't this city be the standard bearer for suburban development?  Why cant we have true "out of the box" 

thinking for our future? Why cant we just say NO to developers who want to put up the same thing as Carmel, 

Fishers, Brownsburg, Avon, the list goes on and on? 

Why do we have to succumb to the old line that you cant stop growth? Why cant we? 

 

 

With the current style of development approvals, you might as well call Westfield, West Fishers or North Carmel, 

because there will be no difference in the towns. 

 

I hope the city takes the citizens feelings about this huge matter into account. I hope the city isnt so hamstrung by 

failing parks and big ticket projects that it thinks it needs huge developments just to survive. 

 

My hope is Westfield in 10 years is looked upon as the standard bearer for suburban development not only in 

Indiana but that we do things so differently that we are nationally known as the city that was truly visionary in it's 

growth. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Todd Severson 

2223 W 166th St 

Westfield, IN  

317 777 1216 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Gloria White <gwhite2@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, September 2, 2016 7:02 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Cc: Kristen Burkman
Subject: Woodwind/Pulte development 

Jesse,  
 
I would like to share how frustrated I am that the city leaders continue to focus on residential mass dense building vs 
commercial building expansion in Westfield.   At the meeting on Tuesday will the city be able to share the economic benefits to 
the residents of adding approximately 5,000 people...what will be the NET economic benefit for the existing residents of 
Westfield. While new homes may slightly increase property tax revenue, the infrastructure will not sustain that level of new 
residents aka roads, sewer systems, public safety, schools (I understand our existing schools are already at capacity), not to 
mention you can hardly find parking at the Kroger at 161st St and Springmill, today... 
 
It doesn't appear the city leaders are considering what lower level homes and apartments do to the property values of existing 
homes in the area.  I'm pretty sure there are no plans to put these type of homes/development near Bridgewater where the 
mayor and other city/county leaders live.  Their surrounding neighborhoods to Bridgewater are at $375,000 and up...  
 
I think it's VERY important that the city leaders clearly articulate the economic benefit to this area being developed for residents 
of Westfield, including the costs to build out the infrastructure, impact to existing property taxes, public safety etc.   
 
How about the city leaders think about  bringing more commercial building which does increase the city tax revenue and jobs for 
the residents of Westfield!!  Then build residential areas that compliment the surrounding topography, not vinyl villages and 
apartments, just to clear.   
 
Any development should benefit all the residents of Westfield...not just the people who own the land, develop the land and most 
importantly it should not benefit the elected city leaders.  I can't make the numbers work for this development to benefit the 
residents of Westfield.   As I mentioned above, clearly articulate to us how this benefits all residents of Westfield. 
 
Thanks. 
 
Gloria 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Susan Goldman <skgoldman53@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 3, 2016 3:31 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Citizen concerns

Dear Mr Pohlman, 
 
I am writing as a very concerned citizen of this rapidly expanding community.  
 
It became abundantly clear today that the desired development to take Westfield to 60,00 homes does not seem to be taking 
our current infrastructure into account.  With the Grand Park soccer tournament, the restaurants were severely overcrowded 
with no parking available.  Not to mention the ability to navigate local streets. 
 
We have a wonderful school system that is at capacity.  One of the council people commented that the teachers will just have to 
deal with it!  The teachers are amazing, commitment people who work with limited resources.  Attitudes like that among 
Westfield leadership will lead to diminished education in this community that has been highly rated in that area. 
 
The Westfield leadership appears to be financially oriented and not quality of life or citizen oriented.  It is staggering to me that 
citizens were sued for expressing an opinion at an open meeting and then not protected by Westfield.  Additionally disappointing 
is that Westfield caved in to a big utility instead of telling them that they could put their cell tower in the vicinity of the water 
tower on 166th st., which is already a utility area! 
This would not have happened in Carmel or Zionsville. 
 
Harmony residents who built in a new neighborhood understanding one thing are now facing the bait and switch to a 24hr 
convenience store with associated all night lighted and who knows what characters in the middle of the night.  They trusted the 
plan that was in place and are now faced with their investments threatened by a council that seems to cave in very easily. 
 
Now Pulte with his cookie cutter houses and apts!  156 is already a series of potholes!  Of course the golf course will have to go 
due to the greedy developers who control this city!  
They should pay for the new infrastructure instead of passing it on to citizens @ $15/monthly!   
You should know that this is the reputation that Westfield leadership has acquired!  Many closed door meetings. 
Beware before you ruin this community! 
 
One last point is that we do not have the police/fire manpower to do the needed job at this point.  People in this area speed 
constantly;  run yield sighs at roundabouts and seldom come to a full stop at a stop sign except in Village Farms.  For some 
reason,that community has ongoing police enforcement.  Perhaps one of the Westfield leaders lives there. 
 
Please consider the quality of life of the current citizens and have some foresight and planning for the educational needs and 
infrastructure. 
 
We moved here seven years ago and have been sad to see the direction that the current leadership has taken development. 
 
Jim and Susan Goldman 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: M Stephen Barrett <forecharity@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, September 5, 2016 2:31 PM
To: APC; Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Wood Wind of Westfield proposal

Importance: High

Dear Mr. Pohlman and members of the Advisory Plan Commission, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to add my comments to those already submitted as part of the Public Comment regarding 
the Pulte proposal to develop a major project entitled Wood Wind of Westfield.  Due to the scale, scope, and potential 
impact on the community, difficult decisions must be made regarding this proposal, and I appreciate the challenge 
before you. 
 
I am a proud resident of Westfield, and was drawn to this issue during the consideration of the George Sweet proposal 
to turn Wood Wind into a housing development.  I, along with several of my golfing friends, strenuously opposed that 
proposal because of its detrimental impact on one of this community’s great assets.  Although I am writing this letter as 
an individual, I know that my fellow golfers at Wood Wind are desirous of finding a workable option that allows Wood 
Wind to remain open and prosper. 
 
Accordingly, with certain concerns, I am firmly in support of the Pulte proposal and hope that you will forward a 
favorable recommendation to the City Council that allows Pulte to move forward with certain modifications to the 
proposal. 
 
Although the golf course has been my primary focus, it has been fascinating to read both the 2007 Master Plan and the 
concerns of those who oppose parts or all of the Pulte proposal.  Certain points of concern seem perfectly 
reasonable.  The density of housing in several sections does seem to be greater than advised in the Master Plan, and I 
hope that adjustments can be made to decrease the overall density levels.  This would be especially pertinent to those 
smaller tracts that are in the areas that are currently designated as Existing Rural Southwest.  Another legitimate 
concern is the impact on infrastructure.  Clearly, improvements to roadways will have to be made to accommodate the 
increased traffic volumes that would be generated should the project be approved.  The impact on sewage and 
stormwater is also an important consideration. 
 
Where I find myself most at odds with those who oppose the proposal is that they seem to envision a Westfield that will 
remain static and unchanged for decades to come.  It is of no surprise that Westfield has grown dramatically over the 
past 25 years, and that it will likely continue to grow rapidly in the coming years.  Accordingly, it is my presumption that 
city staff, the APC, the City Council, and the School Board are all in various stages of assessment and planning for ways to 
best deal with this growth.  While I have no direct knowledge of the School Board’s plans, the fact that Westfield chose 
to fund a special census leads me to believe that the City is serious about developing and implementing sound policies to 
deal with this growth. 
 
I also find it ironic that, while opponents of the Pulte proposal accuse the company of vast over‐reach and violation of 
the 2007 Master Plan, the basic thrust of the so‐called Conservancy Plan calls for the takeover of a vastly greater amount 
of land that would deny many property owners their legal rights, as well as overturning the guidelines for an area that is 
largely designated as New Suburban, not Rural.  To be frank, I find the concept of dedicating the six square mile area 
that the Conservancy is targeting into an enclave that only those wealthy enough to afford to purchase a three acre tract 
to be anathema and contrary to the goals outlined in the Master Plan which call for “a diverse rather than homogeneous 
community, providing a range of housing, recreational, and economic opportunities for its residents.” 
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After reading the Master Plan, I realized that one of my initial hopes, i.e. keeping the large commercial tract to a 
minimum, had already been addressed and was contrary to my personal preferences.  I would prefer little to no 
commercial development along 146th.  Since the Plan clearly has designated the intersection of 146th and Towne to be a 
commercial corner, I hope that the City will prevent further commercial incursions at other intersections along 146th. 
 
Finally, I hope that the APC and the City Council will address the issue of green space, buffers and transitions.  It does 
appear that the goal of lowering the density of the project could provide for more green spaces than the ponds 
described in the Pulte plan.  It could also provide for improved buffers and transitions throughout the project. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to address my concerns and perspectives to the Advisory Plan Commission. 
 
M. Stephen Barrett 
16355 Meadowlands Lane 
Cell:  214‐693‐6394 



September 5, 2016 

Having been residents of rural Westfield since 1995 (total population 6,505) we have seen a lot of 

changes in our area. New neighborhoods, new schools, new businesses. Among others, one thing we 

have not seen is corresponding change in travel ways. The streets are still as narrow as they were in 

1995. Not much in the way of sidewalks either. Here it is 2016 with a Westfield population tipping 

slightly over 30,000 residents, still with 1990’s era farm roadways. With adding the proposed, extremely 

dense development near western 156th, 161st, and 166th streets, one can readily imagine the heavy 

burden about to be placed on our already strained roads. What will be done to alleviate this invitation to 

danger? 

As stated above, the current roadway system is only one among other issues affected by over-

concentrated development. With the proposed sharp rise in new residents in the subject area, naturally 

there will be a sharp rise in new children, children that of course will have to enroll in school. Do our 

current schools have available space to absorb the influx? Are we sure? Do we have enough teachers to 

properly educate the children? Are we sure? Right now, the only logical answer is “We have to be sure”. 

Another new issue becomes apparent with new residents----who will protect them? Are our police and 

firefighters staffed to meet the influx? 1995 was a safe year. 2016 and beyond must be just as safe. 

Roads, education, safety, protection. These must be addressed first before large scale growth. 

Alternatively, we ensure that proposed growth is adequately absorbed by these four (4) necessities. 

Intense development must be met with corresponding infrastructures. Solving problems after they occur 

will not work. Solutions must be presented for anticipated issues so they do not develop into problems--

-given the issues cited above, addressing them after the fact is a very precarious position to be in for all 

involved. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Dennis J. and Patricia A. Kemmer 

1708 West 161st Street 

Westfield, Indiana 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: James & Annetta Kotsanos <jagapk@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 4:41 AM
To: Jesse Pohlman; APC
Cc: David Compton; Nancy
Subject: Support for Development

Dear Mr. Pohlman and Council members, 
 
We have owned our 20 acre parcel of land on the north side of 156th Street just west of Ditch Road in Westfield IN since 1999. 
We are supportive of the plans put forward by the Pulte Group to develop Wood Wind Golf Course. We oppose having additional 
restrictions, such as those being proposed by the Conservancy Group, placed on us.  
 
Sincerely,  
James and Annetta Kotsanos 
jagapk@yahoo.com 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: kristin Schaefer <kristinschaefer@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 10:12 AM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Proposed Pulte development 

Members of the Council, 
I have been a resident of Westfield since 2004. I care deeply about this community and am incredibly concerned about the 
direction it is headed in. I have five kids, four of which are in Westfield schools.  The schools are over crowded and class sizes 
are huge. Once you lose your schools good reputation housing values will drop as well. I am concerned about the amount of low 
priced housing in our community. We have truly become a community of "vinyl villages." I live on the east side of Westfield 
across from Bridgewater and am appalled when I drive on the west side of town. The infrastructure cannot sustain this growth 
as well. I'm incredibly concerned about the number of apartment buildings going up as well. They make look new and updated 
now but what will the clientele be like in them in 10-20 years, how will that affect our schools?  We can do better. We only have 
one chance to plan our  community, let's do this right. Let's put thought and intention into our plan. Please DO NOT put anymore 
apartments in our community. Please slow the growth. Please be more intentional and more "picky" about retail and housing 
that is going in. Lastly, we do not need to be a town the size of Fishers or Carmel. We can be more like a Zionsville. Smaller and 
quaint. I'm Embarrassed of our towns reputation when I talk with friends in surrounding communities. We can do better 
Westfield. What is the intention? What is the desire for our community and schools in the next ten years? I urge you all to please 
be intentional and thoughtful when planning our community.  
Thank you for your time, 
Kristin Schaefer 
Mother of 5 
Brookside resident  
 
Sent from my iPhone 



To:  Jesse Pohlman, Council, APC  From:  Suzy DuBois 
 
To All, 
 
I am notorious for my long and thorough correspondence and this will not 
disappoint.  Hopefully you will embrace your role in this process and read it through 
to its completion. Unfortunately the three minutes permitted in our public hearing 
process does not allow for thorough explanation or discussion of the issues a large 
rezone project brings to light for an area.  This is clearly a flaw in our current 
process. 
 
According to recent research on land owners rights it indicates that the overall 
strategy of objecting to a proposed change in zoning is to get educated on zoning 
laws, band with other neighbors and interested people, and make sure the 
objections are heard at the public hearing with a detailed administrative record.  We 
have done this. 
 
The zoning change cannot grant a special privilege to the land requesting the 
adjustment to their zoning.  The land under consideration is currently zoned AGSF-1 
which is three acres per home site with a required road frontage provision.  The 
residents in this area have met this requirement and have adhered to this rule.  
There are several recently constructed homes that are all built on three acres or 
more so this option is still viable in the market.  You will likely hear public testimony 
supporting this fact.  Based upon the vision established in the Comprehensive Plan 
not supporting high density housing for this area,(details in packet), the 
interpretation that these land owners would be receiving a significant special 
privilege if this was approved is present.  In the Comprehensive Plan it says, “cluster 
higher-density development in areas that abut industrial, commercial, or other 
higher density areas”.   
 
The next step in the process includes thoroughly examining whether the change in 
use from granting the re-zone will alter the essential character of the neighborhood.  
Furthermore, if the change in use will negatively affect the neighborhood’s property 
values.  We have interviewed a realtor who currently has a listing in the area who 
indicated this will negatively impact property values in the area.  We will be 
providing a presentation on the existing homes and demonstrating that what is 
being proposed is not within context to the surrounding homes.  There is also a 
strong potential to negatively impact the lifestyles of the stakeholders who live in 
this region.   
 
Does the change in zoning pose a threat to the health and safety of the 
neighborhood.  There was a strong concern expressed at the recent neighbor 
meeting that the roads in this area will not be safe with additional housing and 
construction in the region and require improvements prior to the commencement of 
construction.  There have been multiple fatalities on Town Road over the past few 



years.  The additional traffic will significantly impact the level of safety for drivers 
and cyclists in the area. 
 
The extensiveness of the scale of the project should be considered.  This project 
coupled with those already approved for this area have the potential to add 30% 
additional people to our city’s population.  The elimination of significant greenspace 
is also extremely impactful.  This PUD decision will have far reaching consequences 
for our entire community and may create an undue burden on current residents.  
 
It also should be considered if the denial of the rezone places an inordinate 
economic burden on the applicant.  The ownership of the properties that are 
included in this proposal is predominately from the land investment community.  
Land investment like any investment it speculative.  There is no guarantee that any 
parcel will be rezoned.  Each and every property owner should consider the 
Comprehensive Plan for the area and make investments based upon that plan.  The 
citizens of The Conservancy have made significant investments in their properties 
based upon the plan.  No one should be permitted to disregard the plan for their 
own personal gains. 
 
The final item listed is whether the change is a desired change by the neighborhood.  
The majority of the neighborhood would like to see the continuation of the golf 
course but not at the expense of their lifestyle, property values, and with total 
ignorance to the Comprehensive Plan developed by the people of this community. 
 
 
Don’t be short sited with this major decision by blatantly disregarding the 
Comprehensive Plan and further alienating your tax paying citizens.    Where is 
you’re accountability to following the Comprehensive Plan coupled with the Unified 
Development Ordinance?  Where is your commitment to the people in this 
community? Many people have been actively working to preserve the vision 
established in the Comprehensive Plan.  We received “support” prior to the election.  
Let’s see you demonstrate support for your citizens and follow our community plan.   
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
 
Suzy DuBois 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Dave Todd <dtoadnan@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 12:31 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Wood Wind Development

Westfield City Planners and elected officials 
Re:  "Pulte Wood Wind Development"  
   
  As a 15 year resident of this community I strongly oppose any action resulting in rezoning, and/or 
zoning variances, which allow for residential development deviating from the existing zoning and 
comprehensive plan for our area. 
 
  It is incumbent on the residents of any community to help regulate development of their 
surroundings.  Deviations from the plans in place almost always result in drastic long term changes 
which prove to be major shifts in the aesthetics, use, and quality which makes an area attractive in 
the first place.   
   
 We all understand that more money can be made by land owners and developers if high density, 
cheaper, homes are allowed to be packed in.  But the long term results are not what the citizens 
want, nor what they had their town officials do zoning for in the first place. 
 
Please oppose the Pulte development plan for this area. 
 
Dave Todd 
4125 W. 156th St. 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: tammy kartes <tammysk@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 12:59 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Woodwind/Pulte

Dear Jesse and to whomever else it may concern,  
 
We would like to add our voice of concern to the proposed Pulte development of Woodwind Golf course and surrounding lands. 
We were members of the committee that developed the Westfield comprehensive plan for our area. During the development of 
the 20/20 plan we made compromises and concessions, we worked diligently to set standards for development within our area. 
That is the purpose of the comprehensive plan, as we understood it, a preemptive guide to future development and the 
developers seeking to build. So, we ask you, why must we always be placed in a defensive mode regarding the land use? Why is 
it that developers feel they can bully their way in our City and our area with their overreaching developments? This Pulte 
development does not follow the standards set for our area. We are not completely opposed to development, but any 
development that is allowed should pass stringent scrutiny and not detract from our neighborhood, but join it, in like kind(this 
PUD has regulations against growing food gardens!) and with compassion toward those of us who already live here, some for 
many, many years. Our main issues with this Pulte proposal: 
 
-Density of housing, the density proposed is far beyond what the 20/20 plan allows  
 
-Destruction of trees and natural growth, we have already seen the decline of wild animals over the past several years. The 
farmers have been systematically clearing fencerows, these corridors are/were used by deer, coyote, migratory songbirds as 
well as raccoon and opossum to travel from one area to the next. If developer is allowed to clear the forests/old growth trees 
too that will exacerbate the demise of the native wildlife in our area. Will the Bald Eagle continue to come around? I have a 
picture of this bird in a tree in my front yard. We should be celebrating the fact that Westfield still has natural wild growth and 
wildlife, not only seeing these areas as an opportunity for someone outside of our community to make a dollar. They have value 
of their own to us and future generations.  
 
-The entrance/exit on 166th Street. Seriously? They are proposing 6-7 houses on this small area of land. This completely 
deviates from building like beside like. We all own and live on acreage, we personally own 6.25 acres, this density directly and 
negatively encroaches on our neighborhoods' way of living. The look of our neighborhood would be irreversibly altered and could 
quite possibly have a negative effect on our land values. The street lighting needed would in itself negatively affect us. Also, 
consider the fact that there are 12 existing homes on W 166th that would be affected by this entrance, every home is unique in 
style, size, color, landscaping etc…we deserve better than what this proposal, this developer offers.  
 
-Light pollution. Noise pollution. Traffic pollution. Water pollution. Westfield needs a conservation district, and this area is 
perfect for one, lets work on that first and then consider the right development.  
 
-Land/water pollution. The existing landowners all require private wells for our essential water. The density of this proposal 
could potentially create ground pollutant problems for us. The amount of lawn chemicals and runoff from a PUD of this density 
will be huge, are there studies regarding this potential hazard?  The buffer size proposed does not come close to what adjoining 
landowners will need to continue to safely and happily continue the lifestyle they are accustomed to.  
 
-I invite you to google "Pulte reviews" and to read the negative comments concerning their products and service. From coast to 
coast there are pages upon pages of negative reviews by Pulte homeowners including claims of loan deception/fraud.  If I were 
buying a home I would read the reviews on the builder and I have to say that after doing so, I, personally, would never consider 
buying a Pulte home. Westfield deserves more, we deserve better. We can do better.   
 
-Does the golf course need to be saved? I don’t know, I don’t golf, but we do enjoy the quiet setting it provides. I think the bigger 
question is does the golf course need to be saved with a high density PUD built by a company with a less than great reputation, 
who misrepresents what they are going to build by offering pictures that do not match the descriptions in the plan proposal? We 
can do better. We should do better. We owe it to our community to ask for and receive the best that a developer has to offer, not 
another cookie cutter neighborhood, but a truly unique development that will enhance not only our neighborhood, but the entire 
city of Westfield. Its time for Westfield to truly embrace the custom home builder and this is the area for that to happen. We 
need to embrace creativity in our community and it is achievable. I suggest that if someone will purchase a $400k home on a 
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beautiful golf course then someone else will purchase a $700-900k+ custom home with additional green space on a beautiful 
golf course. The city has the power to decide how our growth will look and I hope that this is not our absolute best.  
 
-We are concerned with the fact that Westfield has not retained any companies that offer salaries to support a Westfield 
lifestyle. Why can’t we be the city where people love to work AND live? We need economic development. Marketing companies, 
large attorney firms, architecture firms, medical facilities, etc… these types of businesses offer salaried jobs that provide for a 
standard of living that we should be developing in our city. We should want to be that self sustaining city, we have the access, 
the land, the infrastructure to accommodate economic growth not just housing growth.  
 
-Every one of my neighbors from Ditch Rd to Town Rd on W 166th Street own their own businesses. Entrepreneurs. Small 
business owners. We are the type of people you want to retain and build on. We are not just being contrary to all development, 
we want and deserve development that will enhance our lives, our property values, our school systems, our wildlife, and our 
environment not developments that detract from them.  
 
Thank you for your time and the opportunity to share our thoughts, Jaimie and Tammy Kartes 
2002 W. 166th St. 
Westfield, IN 46074 
317-867-4511 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Jennifer Foster <jennifer@fosteraccounting.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 1:23 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Town meeting

Mr. Pohlman, 
 
I am addressing you in a letter because due to other obligations, we are unable to attend this evening's meeting. 
 
We have been residents of Westfield for the past 12 years and reside at 2222 E 161st Street.  We have three children who have 
attended Westfield schools throughout their entire education.  They are currently in 8th, 9th and 11th grades.   
 
Additionally, I have had my business in Westfield for the past 10 years and employed many Westfield residents throughout that 
period. 
 
12 years ago, we made the choice to move to Westfield from Fishers because we liked the smaller town feel without the traffic 
and congestion.  There weren't housing additions every couple of miles.  The kids could ride their bikes to Cool Creek Park.  We 
didn't worry about crime.  Our children could have a quality education with a reasonable teacher to student ratio in a school 
where they wouldn't be just a number.  We could sit in our backyard each evening and enjoy the deer and wildlife that hung out. 
 
Now there are crime postings several times each week.  My kids can't even walk across the street to the mailbox without almost 
being hit (and biking on 161st is out of the question.). We can't get out of our driveway without waiting for a break in traffic.  
There are more students in their classrooms than ever before and teachers can't spend the time needed to provide instruction.  
Kids are riding 3-4 per seat on the overcrowded buses (and almost get hit getting off the bus at home.)  With the housing 
developments overtaking our area, the deer have no where left to go and the herd of 10-12 that we would watch in our 
backyard each evening is now only 3-4 and we only see them sporadically. 
 
The development to our west destroyed a huge wooded area and displaced several species of wildlife and birds as did the 
destruction of the wooded area southeast of our home.  A huge redtail hawk that hunted in that area was so desperate for food 
last winter that it cleaned out my koi pond (fish are not high on their menu choice list, but since the mice and rodents were 
driven out of their habitat he had to find something to eat.)  I don't blame the hawk for the destruction of my beautiful pond and 
loss of my VERY EXPENSIVE koi...I blame the developer who bulldozed EVERY tree in the now "Lantern Park" subdivision. 
 
There are three new subdivisions being constructed within a one mile of our house and many more if we stretch to a five mile 
radius.  
 
Our city (we wish we were still a town) needs to slow down development before our city loses all of the things that made people 
choose Westfield for themselves and their families.  Unfortunately, we are afraid it may already be too late. 
 
Westfield is looking more and more like Fishers, the city we left to relocate to the once wonderful town of Westfield. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Jennifer Foster Harmeyer and Robert Harmeyer 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Smith, Jalene <smithj@wws.k12.in.us>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 12:58 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Pulte development

The proposed Pulte development in the southwest area of Westfield is a huge concern for me. I am concerned as 
a homeowner, parent, and teacher in the district. We need to grow responsibly and with a vision for the future in 
mind. I don't want overcrowded land, roads, and schools.  
 
Please keep Westfield's charm and quality. Westfield is beautiful and unique. I love it here!! (I grew up here, 
too). Because Westfield is great, I understand it will grow and change.I love Grand Park and Grand Junction. I 
just want growth/change to be responsible and to make our community better, not worse. The Pulte plan 
deviates from the Comprehensive plan. I voted for nearly everyone on the current council, and I expect them to 
communicate the plan that residents want and guide development in accordance with the agreed plan. 
 
Thank you! 
 
Jalene Smith 



1

Jesse Pohlman

From: bakesmk@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 2:17 PM
To: APC
Cc: bakesmk@aol.com
Subject: counsel meeting sept 6th/ Pulty Woodwind development

My name is Karna Baker at 1816 West 161st Street  
We are west of this proposed development 
 
I continue to be in opposition of this development. I continue to hope for conservation. Respect for 
wetlands, fence line animal pathways, mature trees that are not replaceable!! Disturbing wetlands, 
proposing an attempt to reestablish after utilities, infra structure in any aspect, IS THE ruination of 
that wetland--removing 100 year trees (IE on Town Road) is NOT a RE PLACABLE comparable---
additionally the schools and police and fire do not support this amount of population/density 
increase. 
 
Conservation is a responsibility that we owe to future generations. A respect of the land, green 
space, water ways, diversified life style choices "living in the country" This needs to be supported and 
respected by everyone! You can NOT tear this all down and replace land in any aspect after it is 
violated by development. 
Maybe an equestrian type community--a few homes supporting the conservation of land respecting 
the water ways, lines of trees--just and idea of compromise--NOT another cookie cutter cluster---like 
Fishers and Noblesville type density---watch your daily news--roads, schools, community 
services...strained.. 
Many of us chose to live in a less dense area or in the country. 
Please support these voices that you DO HEAR.. 
respectfully 
Karna Baker  
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Kurt Homann <khomann@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 3:21 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Wood Wind PUD Rezoning -- Docket No. 1609-PUD-16

Mr. Pohlman, your staff provided your email address to me so that I could weigh in on the above-
referenced matter -- which is set for public hearing tonight at 7PM.  I had planned to attend but now 
have a conflict and neither my wife, Carol, nor I will be present tonight. 
 
I should add that Carol and I own 34 acres of land on Shelbourne north of 151st street adjacent, in 
part, to the Koss family land.  We did attend a presentation by the Pulte people at the Wood Wind 
clubhouse last month. We also attended and, and spoke at,  a public hearing last February where 
The Conservancy plan was considered by the Commission.  
 
We are in favor of the requested rezoning.  We are aware that the Conservancy movement has 
people who will speak in opposition.  We feel strongly that these people are few in number and the 
most vocal opponents do not own land in or near the Pulte proposed development.  Carol and I have 
reviewed the Pulte plans and have listened to their presentation and believe that the rezoning should 
be approved.   
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
  
Kurt R. Homann, Attorney No. 7768-54 
Collier Homann, LLC 
200 S. Washington St., Suite 200 
P.O. Box 838 
Crawfordsville, IN 47933 
765-362-1099  
  
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This E-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be 
protected by legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, 
copying, distribution, or use of the E-mail or any attachment is prohibited. If you have received this E-
mail in error, please notify us immediately by returning it to the sender and delete this copy from your 
system. Thank you. 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Joe Davis <ejcrdavis@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 3:39 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman; APC
Subject: Pulte Proposed Wood Wind Development

Greetings,  
 
I am writing to the area planning commission in support of the above proposed development on the APC agenda Sept 6, 2016.  
 
My name is Joe Davis and I am part owner of V John Davis Family Farms, 80 acres, at 161st and Ditch Road. Our family has been resident 
in the area for over 80 years. We have seen significant changes in that time-frame and benefited through access to shopping, improved 
schools, roads, healthcare options, recreation, and general quality of life. I am the third generation to own the property and benefit form the 
changes..   
 
I am in support for three reasons. 
 
1. The proposed development saves the Wood Wind Golf course. This is a great asset and preserving this is a win for the area.  
 
2. The proposed density for the development appears to be less houses per acre than Westfield area golf communities which is a positive for 
preservation of green space.  
 
3. This proposal provides a guideline for development that is in line with the 2007 Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to communicate my support. 
 
Regards 
Joe Davis 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Carol Whitson <carol.j.whitson@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 5:01 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman; APC@westfield.inlgov; Bill Whitson
Cc: Carol Whitson
Subject: Wood Wind PUD District

Mayor of Westfield and the Members of the Westfield Town Council: 
 
I am Carol Davis Whitson, one of the co-owners of the 80 acres of V.  
John Davis Family Farms at the intersection of Ditch Road and 161st Street. 
 
I support the Wood Wind PUD District to be developed by the Pulte Group.  The golf course is a great idea to tie the area 
together and the proposed homes would secure the existence of the golf course for many years to come.  The Wood Wind area 
is well designed to include green space, and the housing density is low compared to other subdivisions in the surrounding area. 
With this addition, the tax base for Westfield will increase so that more schools can be built and the infrastructure of roads in 
the area will be supported.  The area will be completed in 
10 - 12 years so the schools, roads, etc. can be upgraded over that period of time, not all at once. 
 
 
Again I am in favor of the Wood Wind PUD District. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Carol Davis Whitson 
 
 
-- 
Carol Whitson 
765-427-4783 
carol.j.whitson@gmail.com 
mydoterra.com/carolwhitson 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Jim Davis <jim@cshomes.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 6:37 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Cc: David Compton
Subject: Pulte

Jesse 
 Put my name down for a thumbs up for Dave's plan for the development of Woodwind 
 My father has owned land at 156th and Town rd for over 30 years. My uncle owned land on spring mill rd  just 
north of 156th and my grandfather owned land at 161 to 156 on Ditch rd 
 I own just a small portion at 15501 town rd and my brother owns land next door 
 Westfield is a great city the schools are great, my grandkids go there 
 We need the revenue that this development will bring to better staff our schools and to enrich our governing 
body 
 I know you have a difficult decision to make  
 Vote your conscience  
Best of luck 
Keep up the good work 
Jim Davis 
14846 Victory Court 
Carmel Indiana 
317-590-3426  
 
Jim Davis | Christopher Scott Homes   
_____________________________________________  
736 Hanover Place - Suite 100F  |  Carmel, IN  46032  
Tel:  317.590.3426  |  Fax:   317.257.7855  
jim@cshomes.com   | www.cshomes.com  
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Jesse Pohlman

From: John Levinsohn <jlevinsohn@levirealty.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 3:40 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman; APC
Subject: Conservancy

As a longtime property owner in Westfield, I have witnessed significant growth in throughout the city. To date, the 
officials in Westfield have managed this growth in an efficient manner. I have no reason to believe that they will not 
continue to do so in the future. 
 
The concept of a conservancy district with 3 acre minimum lot size in the proposed area is ill conceived and based on the 
desires of very few landowners within the area. Landowners in the affected area overwhelmingly oppose such a drastic 
measure which would negatively impact land values.  
 
I am in support of Pulte’s effort to save the golf course with a carefully planned residential development surrounding the 
course . 
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion. 
Respectfully, 
 
John Levinsohn 



-----Original Message----- 

From: Karen [mailto:kjej4@juno.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 10:07 AM 

To: Jesse Pohlman <jpohlman@westfield.in.gov> 

Subject: Westfield comm planning 

 

As you decide on the future of the Woodwind golf course and surrounding community please know we the 

people don't want more high density housing in our community.  

 

We don't want to become the next Fishers. We want to become the next Zionsville.   

 

Thank you.   

 

Karen Miner  

14618 Henderson Ct 

Westfield IN 
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Jesse Pohlman

From: Laurie Busch <busch_laurie@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 9:10 PM
To: Jesse Pohlman
Subject: Letter 

To Whom It May Concern, 

My name is Laurie Busch and my family moved to Westfield five years ago from Indianapolis primarily 
because of the excellent school system.  This move added to my husband's commute, but he sacrificed this so 
that my son could attend a good school.  I love living here in Westfield, as it has a wonderful small town feel 
with so many amenities and one of the best public school systems in the state.  When I see articles in national 
magazines and newspapers listing Westfield as one of the top places to live in the United States, I am not 
surprised.  I can't think of a better place to raise my son.   

At first, I was happy to see all the housing developments going in.  A sign of progress, I thought.  However, it 
has become apparent to me that Westfield is developing at such a rapid rate that it is putting a strain on our 
public school system.  Enrollment is up by 350 students so far this school year.  That is half the size of an 
elementary school.  Some of the affects of this that I've noticed are the following: class sizes have increased; 
additional teachers, instructional aids, and support personnel have had to be hired; many buses are overcrowded 
and more students have to walk to bus stops; computer labs have been taken out at the Intermediate School to 
make room for more classrooms; and additions are being made at two elementary schools.  These may be 
considered minor problems or inconveniences for the schools and families to deal with right now, but will these 
situations get progressively worse as the population expands even more?  My 5th grade son is in a class of 28 
right now.  More than likely that number will increase as the year progresses.  He says that the lunchroom is so 
crowded that many of the students who go through the long food line have just a few minutes to eat.  The 
outdoor space is also crowded. The high school is at capacity right now as well.   

My biggest concern is how the school system is going to cope with these larger and ever increasing classes 
entering the upper grades in the coming years.  The facilities and personnel will have to be expanded and more 
sacrifices will probably have to be made.  I am concerned about how that will that affect the quality of our 
public education.  I respectfully ask you to please take into account the effects of rapid expansion in Westfield 
on our public schools when you make your decisions.  

Sincerely, 

Laurie Busch 

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Bruce W. Van Natta
1812 W. 156th St

1881 W. 161st St



2007 Comprehensive Plan:

 Westfield desires to be a diverse rather than 
homogeneous community, providing a range 
of housing, recreational and economic 
opportunities for its residents.

 …encourage variety and diversity in housing 
while maintaining a distinct style or character 
and avoid the appearance of cookie cutter 
subdivisions.

 Density is to decrease east of Ditch Road
 New development should be context sensitive.



CURRENT INVENTORY
West of 31









Context--Current homes in this area:













Pulte claims that the market doesn’t want 
more high end housing citing that most 
$1M homes sit on the market a while.
While this fact is true—it applies to used
homes. The mortgage companies report 
record demand for new home 
construction at the high dollar end. 
Chatham Hills has to conduct lotteries for 
their lots for new homes, many of which 
will be well over $1 million. 



Pulte wants to compare their plan for 
Woodwind to Bridgewater and Chatham 
Hills which is both ridiculous and 
disingenuous. Those communities retain
their golf courses and the homes are 
extremely high end with significant green 
space throughout the development. Pulte 
is using, temporarily, the green space of 
the golf course but admits that they will 
sell it and have no intention of managing 
it.  



The plan for social memberships to help 
support the golf course is a good one, 
however it costs Pulte very little. They 
carry the note at low interest rates for a 
few years and collect profit from the 
course. In return, they get the green space 
credit for it as part of their development to 
justify significant density surrounding the 
course. Then they sell it off with no 
responsibility for it’s future.



Hamilton County Pulte Neighborhoods: 

 Hamilton Proper: $580-
625,000

 Woods at Shelborne: $560-
757,480

 Village of West Clay: $434-
780,000

 The Woods at Lion Creek:        
$741,000-1,072,280



$724,990

Village of West Clay



Village of West Clay

$572,990



Village of West Clay

$433,990



The Woods at Shelborne

$579,990



The Woods at Shelborne

$559,990



$832,000

The Woods at Lion’s Creek



$925,000

The Woods at Lion’s Creek



$1,072,280

The Woods at Lion’s Creek



The Woods at Lion’s Creek

$1,000,000



The Woods at Lion’s Creek

$741,359



Pulte is clearly capable of 
producing higher end products, 
however they make more money 
for their corporation when they 
have less expensive homes and 
high density. 
This shouldn’t be about what’s 
best for Pulte, but what’s good for 
Westfield. 



If Pulte can do it in Carmel, 
Fishers and Zionsville, 
they can do it in Westfield. 







Pulte is using the temporary
ownership of the golf course
to justify significant density,
but they aren’t retaining the 
golf course– it’s a clever but
classic bait and switch. They get the 
density they want and Westfield gets 
stuck with the significant burden on 
infrastructure.



“Indeed, home-building activity 
throughout central Indiana has 
increased in 13 of the last 16 months, 
BAGI reported in May. In Hamilton 
County, single-family permit filings 
were up 15 percent in April, 
compared to the same month last 
year.”

IBJ June 2014



“As of the end of May, buyers 
had closed on 188 homes in 
Carmel, Fishers, Noblesville, 
Westfield and Zionsville that 
cost at least $500,000, 
according to data from 
Propertylinx.” 

IBJ June 2014



Chatham Hills

Home-A-Rama 2016





2702 W. 146 St. 
Ross and Tina Laufter

• We have owned our 8 acre property since 
December 2000

• We do not want to back-up or adjoin to 
commercial property

• We would like 30’+ buffers with mounds, walls, 
fences, trees and shrubbery around our 
property

• This protects us and prevents people from 
coming onto our property



Commercial Overlay
• Very Concerned about…

– Our Residence is very close to the property line
– People trespassing and getting hurt in barns or Silo



Buffer Proposed
See Green Line 

Pole Barn, Old 
Barn and Silo

Residence



Example Buffer
From Ordinance 13-06

Tree Row



Residence, Old Barn 
and Pole Barn



Silo



Silo


