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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Design Review Committee 
CC:  
FROM: Eric Berg, AICP, Senior Planner and Kevin Whaley, AICP, Director 
DATE: March 31, 2021 
RE:  Elm Tree PUD 
  
I had attempted to put this into the traditional format, but I was finding that referring back to 

specific sections with so many comments was causing a great deal of complexity.  Instead, I have 

provided a red-lined copy of their text in hopes of ease-of-use. 

While this is a request for a Planned Unit Development (PUD), and the applicant can propose 

deviations from the Plainfield Zoning Ordinance (PZO), the Design Review Committee can 

provide vital guidance to the applicant and Plan Commission about ways in which the document 

and layout should/could be modified to create a development that meets the statutory and 

ordinance requirements of a PUD.  The Plan Commission will make a recommendation to the 

Town Council and only the Council can approve such deviations.   

Some, but not all, deviations from the PZO can be positive and help to create a better design or 

development.  Staff, the DRC, and the Plan Commission must weigh these deviations and 

provide a recommendation to the Town Council. 

The PUD text has just under 100 comments.  These comments can be classified into the following 

categories: 

1. Areas where the PUD text deviates from the Plainfield Zoning Ordinance in a more 

permissive manner that may not be appropriate; 

2. Areas where additional clarification and details are necessary:  

3. Areas that refer to sections of the PUD ordinance that do not appear to be included 

within the PUD text; 

4. Areas in which authority is proposed to be granted to those who do not statutorily or 

through the PZO possess such authority; 

5. Examples of interpretations that may be problematic based upon the crafting of the 

document; 

6. Suggestion of alternative text; and, 

7. Minor amendments to text for clarity or purpose. 

General Staff Comments.  These comments are in addition to the above.: 

1. Done well, this Planned Unit Development could create a very exciting development 

within the Town and spur similar development.  Staff Comments are intended as 

guidance to the both the applicant and elected/appointed officials in review and revision 

of the plans to ensure that this occurs.  
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2. The addition of rear loaded units creates a far better streetscape than front loaded units, 

particularly if the utilities are routed through the alley instead of the street. 

3. The front load units will have similar width and identical setback to the lots at Del Webb.  

As an age restricted development, Del Webb is not anticipated to ordinarily have more 

than two cars, while these homes could be homes with families where additional cars are 

regularly present.  This could pose the following problems: 

a. The text mentions a 10’ additional setback for the garage from the front of the 

house—within the Guidelines, but not the Development Standards. 

b. The best-selling vehicle in America is a crew cab truck with a standard box 

length.  Assuming 2 feet of clearance around this vehicle to allow for 

ingress/egress and allow everyone to gain access to the inside door to the 

dwelling, it would take up 59% of the front load garage or 84% of the rear load 

garage—assuming that it could fit within the depth.  

As this vehicle likely will not fit within the depth, it would need to be parked 

outside.  With the 20’ setback (and assuming that it was parked with the nose touching 

the garage door), it would extend over a foot into the right-of-way, which would 

put the owner in violation of the Town Code and subject to a ticket from the 

Plainfield Police Department 

c. A family with more four or more cars would likely have people parking on the 

street, which is typically permissible in residential rights-of-way, but 

discouraged or outright banned by Home Owners Associations.  

Therefore, staff would recommend either the addition of a row within the Development 

Standards table that states this garage setback or that more units become rear loaded. 

4. There is no maximum number of garages doors, only on the number of doors per 

architectural plane.  Additionally, once a house exceeds two doors, there are no 

regulations upon the garage door as a percentage of the façade.   

It may be unlikely, albeit not inconceivable, that two sets of one-car garage doors and one 

two-car garage door could be placed on three differing architectural planes. This could 

result in the front of home comprising 80% or more garage doors.  (A three-car garage 

alone comprises 60% or more of the façade as garage doors.) 

5. The narrow lots of the residential single-family portion lend themselves more to rear 

loaded than front loaded.  The streetscape will be little more than driveways with 

vehicles parked in the driveways and along the curb.  While street parking will act as 

traffic calming, will it unduly impede the normal flow of traffic, both emergency and 

non-emergency? 

6. The mixed-use section is bereft of any architectural standards.  While end users and 

configurations are not known and such developments will go through the Final Detailed 

Plan process, there are no proposed standards or encouraged/prohibited materials by 

which to review.   

While this does give a great deal of authority to the DRC, Plan Commission and Town 

Council in terms of final approval of a Final Detailed Plan, it can also lead to a more 

drawn-out process with additional permutations of facades, elevations, materials, etc.  

7. The proposed I-2:  Office-Warehouse Distribution rezone does not appear to be 

supported by the Comprehensive Plan.   

The Comprehensive Plan recommends “Single-Family Detached” to the south of the 

existing Westmere subdivision and “ADESA” to the east.  The Plan states, “The ADESA 
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auto auction site is a unique land use due to its function and its size, and is therefore classified 

separately from other commercial areas. […] The ADESA site is large enough to accommodate 

multiple potential developments and is long-term use could carefully be evaluated by the Town 

should the current owners engage a potential land sale in the future.”   The Plan also identifies 

the site south of Westmere as a Priority Growth Area on the Residential Areas 

Plan.  Priority Growth Areas include sites within the existing corporate boundaries that 

are targeted for residential land uses to ensure future growth takes advantage of existing 

infrastructure. 

The uses included in the proposed Elm Tree Planned Unit Development appear to be 

supported by the Town’s long-range planning goals for this area.  However, the 

Comprehensive Plan’s description of the “ADESA” use does not mention industrial.  The 

proposed I-2 zoning classification would allow bulk distribution uses in a part of Town 

that does not currently include such facilities.  

8. The proposed industrial buildings would 

be incompatible with the proposed 

residential uses to west. 

The narrative for the Elm Tree 

Commerce Center indicates that the 

development could include up to 500,000 

sq.ft. of warehouse space and 40,000 of 

“flex” industrial.  The proposed cross-

docked buildings would be substantially 

larger and taller (up to 50’) than the 

single-family residential structures. The 

industrial site includes a 15’ berm, as 

well as physical distance / separation, to 

minimize the incompatibility between 

uses.   As shown below this would 

provide approximately 378’ between the 

industrial buildings and the closest 

residential street within the PUD.  This is 

nearly identical to the distance between 

the TempurSealy building on Bradford 

Rd. and Shadowbrook Dr. in the 

Westmere addition.  In this case the uses 

are also screened by a 15’ berm but the 

industrial building ranges between 40’ 

and 44’ tall and remains highly visible 

from the adjoining neighborhood.  

9. The proposed minimum lot width at the 

ROW for the front-loaded single-family 

residential is 40’.  The lot width will 

reduce the available distance between 

driveways and mailboxes.   

10. Staff recommends adding on-street 

parking areas to streets with alley-loaded 

homes.  

Figure 1: Distance Illustration-Proposed 

Figure 2: Distance Illustration-Westmere 

Figure 3:View of Distribution from Westmere 
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11. Some of the alley-loaded lots have an odd configuration and may be difficult to access or 

build upon.  

12. The lots along the east perimeter of the PUD need to include a “break” in the streetscape 

at some point due to the length of the block.   
 

 

 


