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HUNTER’S RUN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC (“Pulte”) respecƞ ully submits this text amendment request for Area 1-A 
and Area 1-B of the Amended BriƩ on Falls PUD Ordinance (the “ExisƟ ng PUD Ordinance”)1.  The ExisƟ ng 
PUD Ordinance governs approximately one thousand (1,000) acres of real estate generally located south 
of 136th Street on both sides of Cyntheanne Road (please see the Aerial LocaƟ on Map at Tab 2) and 
establishes standards for a mix of uses, including commercial, single-family residenƟ al and senior living 
(the Del Webb community).  The ExisƟ ng PUD Ordinance originally was approved in 2006 and has been 
amended periodically since that Ɵ me to add real estate, modify the uses and update the development 
standards.  This text amendment applies only to Area 1-A and Area 1-B, which areas comprise the single-
family development known as Hunter’s Run, located in the southwest quadrant of 136th Street and 
Cyntheanne Road (please see the BriƩ on Falls District Map at Tab 3).  

The Proposed Amendment

 The ExisƟ ng PUD Ordinance currently includes a provision that addresses the front elevaƟ on of a 
home by creaƟ ng a standard applicable to the garage width (the “Garage Standard”).  SecƟ on 6.01(4) of 
the ExisƟ ng PUD Ordinance (please see Tab 9) currently reads:

SecƟ on 5.012(A)(4) of the UDO, enƟ tled “Dimensions,” is hereby replaced and 
superseded by the requirement that the width of a front loaded garage shall not 
exceed more than 50% of the width of the front elevaƟ on; provided, however, that 
with respect to Area 2-C Monterey Dwellings, there shall be no restricƟ on on the 
maximum width of garage.

Pulte understood that the Garage Standard was intended to insure an appropriate architectural proporƟ on 
between the garage door (e.g., the door itself) and the balance of the front elevaƟ on, recognizing that a 
garage door’s materials and design oŌ en are not the same as the materials and design of the rest of the 
façade.  Pulte then designed its home plans for Hunter’s Run so that the garage doors do not exceed 50% 
of the width of the front elevaƟ on.  These home plans include a range of sizes and some include opƟ onal 
3-car garages.  

For example, in Area 1-A, Pulte has 11 unique fl oor plans.  Each fl oor plan has mulƟ ple front elevaƟ ons, 
which results in over 33 unique front elevaƟ ons.  In addiƟ on to other opƟ ons, each of the elevaƟ ons can 
be varied as the homeowner selects the siding and masonry color combinaƟ on.  The result is a varied 
streetscape and a more appealing community.   

Unfortunately, if one applies the Garage Standard to the width of the enƟ re garage2 and includes storage 
areas (and not just the garage door), then:  

(1) the measurement includes those areas of the façade that are actually part of the rest of front 
façade in terms of materials and design (e.g., masonry, fi ber cement siding, windows); and

1  Normally, the ExisƟ ng PUD Ordinance would be included as an exhibit to this submission packet; however, in this 
case, the ExisƟ ng PUD Ordinance includes approximately 200 pages.  Given the ExisƟ ng PUD Ordinance’s length, 
only the sub-secƟ ons that are being amended are replicated in this packet (please see Tab 9); the ExisƟ ng PUD 
Ordinance, in its enƟ rety, is available on the City’s website at hƩ p://fi shers.in.us/DocumentCenter/View/704.
2  Such an interpretaƟ on is understandable in the absence of the clarifying text amendment proposed herein.



HUNTER’S RUN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

(2) homeowners will not be able to select most of the homes designed for Hunter’s Run, parƟ cularly 
if the homeowner selects the larger plans and/or desires a 3-car garage plan (please see Tabs 4 & 5 
for illustraƟ ve 2-car garage and 3-car garage examples of the elevaƟ ons, fl oorplans and applicaƟ on of 
the current and proposed Garage Standard).

For example, in Area 1-A, under the current Garage Standard, only 4 of the 11 fl oorplans could be built.  
Of those 4, only 1 could be built with a 3-car garage (the other 3 could be built with a 2-car garage only).  
The result is a less diverse streetscape and more homes without 3-car garages.  IllustraƟ ve elevaƟ ons of 
the 11 fl oorplans for Area 1-A are included at Tab 6, and each elevaƟ on idenƟ fi es whether that fl oorplan 
can or cannot be built under the current Garage Standard.  

Now that it seeks to begin home construcƟ on, Pulte respecƞ ully requests a text amendment to clarify 
the Garage Standard so that it can build the homes planned for this neighborhood.  The proposed text 
amendment would add the word “door” aŌ er the word “garage” so that the Garage Standard measures 
the width of the “garage door” and not the width of the enƟ re garage.  

The proposed clarifying amendment will:

• aff ord homeowners a wider variety of larger fl oor plans from which to choose; 
• allow homeowners to select more homes with a third car garage opƟ on; 
• allow homeowners to select more garage extensions (typically 4’ “bumpouts”); 
• result in a more diverse streetscape and aestheƟ cally-pleasing community; and
• maintain the intent of avoiding a garage door dominated front elevaƟ on.

Recent Updates

At its January 12, 2016 public hearing, the Plan Commission voted seven (7) to one (1) to forward the 
proposed text amendment to the City Council with a favorable recommendaƟ on.

Since City Council First Reading on December 21, 2015, the following changes have been made to the 
proposed Amendment Ordinance in response to requests from City Council, Plan Commission and 
Department members:

 • vinyl siding is prohibited;
 • all garage doors must be decoraƟ ve;
 • the architectural point system has been Ɵ ghtened; and
 • certain approved single-story home elevaƟ ons have been incorporated into the proposed  
  Amendment Ordinance.

The changes made to the proposed Amendment Ordinance since First Reading are highlighted in red at 
Tab 8.  All of the substanƟ ve changes have been made at the request of the City.

If approved, then Pulte intends to begin home construcƟ on as soon as possible.  Thank you for your 
consideraƟ on.
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Real Estate Subject to the Existing Britton 
Falls PUD Ordinance
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BRITTON FALLS DISTRICT MAP  
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HUNTER’S RUN

ILLUSTRATIVE 2-CAR ELEVATION AND FLOOR PLAN (THE WESTCHESTER)

• Current Garage Standard (as applied)
 • “garage” width = 30’ 
  • this measurement includes both: 
   •  (1) the garage door (16’); and 
   •  (2) parts of the front facade (14’)
 • front facade width = 48’
 • garage width percentage of front facade = 62.5%

• Proposed Garage Standard width clarifying text (as applied)
 • “garage door” width = 16’
  • this measurement includes only: 
   •  (1) the garage door (16’)
 • front facade width = 48’
 • garage door width percentage of front facade = 33.3%
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ILLUSTRATIVE 3-CAR ELEVATION AND FLOOR PLAN (THE WESTCHESTER)

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Rectangle

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
Considered the "garage door" width under Proposed Garage Standard.

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
Considered part of the "garage" width under Current Garage Standard.

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
• Current Garage Standard (as applied)	• "garage" width = 30'		• this measurement includes both:			• (1) the garage door (24'); and			• (2) parts of the front facade (6')	• front facade width = 48'	• garage width percentage of front facade = 62.5%  • Proposed Garage Standard (as applied)	• "garage door" width = 24'		• this measurement includes only:			• (1) the garage door (24')	• front facade width = 48'	• garage door width percentage of front facade = 50%

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
1'

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
8'

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
1'

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
2'

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
16'

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
2'

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Line

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
30'

RAMAR01
Typewritten Text
48'

RAMAR01
Line



TAB 6



HUNTER’S RUN

ILLUSTRATIVE ELEVATIONS

Westchester
Cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, can be built under the 

proposed Garage Standard

Park Place
Cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, can be built under the 

proposed Garage Standard
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ILLUSTRATIVE ELEVATIONS

Woodward
Cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, can be built under the 

proposed Garage Standard

Greenfi eld
Cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, can be built under the 

proposed Garage Standard
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ILLUSTRATIVE ELEVATIONS

Boardwalk
Cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, can be built under the 

proposed Garage Standard

Fifth Avenue
Cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, can be built under the 

proposed Garage Standard
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ILLUSTRATIVE ELEVATIONS

Bennett
Cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, can be built under the 

proposed Garage Standard
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ILLUSTRATIVE ELEVATIONS

Riverton
2-car garage can be built under the current Garage Standard

3-car garage cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, 3-car garage 
can be built under the proposed Garage Standard

Amberwood
Can be built under the current Garage Standard
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ILLUSTRATIVE ELEVATIONS

Hilltop
2-car garage can be built under the current Garage Standard

3-car garage cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, 3-car garage 
can be built under the proposed Garage Standard

Baldwin
2-car garage can be built under the current Garage Standard

3-car garage cannot be built under the current Garage Standard; however, 3-car garage 
can be built under the proposed Garage Standard
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Bennett 3

Bennett Heartland 3S

APPROVED ELEVATIONS
(Single-Story Home Elevations)



HUNTER’S RUN

Bennett N Craftsman 2G

Bennett Euro Country 2G

APPROVED ELEVATIONS
(Single-Story Home Elevations)
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Bennett N Craftsman 3M

Amberwood 4

APPROVED ELEVATIONS
(Single-Story Home Elevations)
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Amberwood 5

Amberwood 10

APPROVED ELEVATIONS
(Single-Story Home Elevations)
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Amberwood 15

Amberwood 17

APPROVED ELEVATIONS
(Single-Story Home Elevations)
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Amberwood 21

APPROVED ELEVATIONS
(Single-Story Home Elevations)
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Text Amendment  
Department of Community Development Staff Report 
February 15, 2016 
City Council – 2nd & 3rd Reading  
 

Petition Number: 

Petitioner:  

Subject Site Address:  
 

 

 

 

Action Request:  
 

 

 

 

 

Current Zoning:  

Current Land Use: 

Approximate Acreage:   

Project Manager: 

 

12-TA-15  

Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC 
 

Generally located in the southwest quadrant of 136th Street and 
Cyntheanne Road 
 
Pulte Homes of Indiana is requesting approval of Ordinance No. 
122115A, a Text Amendment to the Britton Falls Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), modifying the restrictions for the maximum width 
of a front-loading garage for the single-family development known as 
Hunter’s Run 
 

 

PUD-M (Britton Falls) 

Single-family residential  

225 acres  

Kevin Stotts 
Planner II 
 

Exhibits:             - Maps (Zoning, Aerial) 
     - Petitioner’s Packet (Includes TA Ordinance)    
 
 
PETITION HISTORY: 
 
The Existing Britton Falls PUD Ordinance originally was approved in 2006 and was amended in 2013.  The 2013 
Text Amendment modified the uses in certain subsections of the Britton Falls PUD and updated several 
development standards. This text amendment applies only to Area 1-A and Area 1-B, which are commonly 
known as the Hunter’s Run single-family development.  
 
Pulte Homes of Indiana, LLC (“Pulte”) went before City Council on December 21, 2015 for 1st Reading.  Council 
held 1st Reading and sent this item to the Advisory Plan Commission for a public hearing and to provide a 
recommendation on this petition.  The Advisory Plan Commission reviewed this item at their January 12, 2016 
meeting, comments provided at that meeting have been outline in the Plan Commission section of this report.  
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PETITION OVERVIEW: 
 
The Existing Britton Falls PUD Ordinance includes a provision restricting the maximum width of a front-loading 
garage.  Section 6.01(4) of the Existing Britton Falls PUD Ordinance reads:  
 

Section 5.012(A)(4) of the UDO, entitled “Dimensions,” is hereby replaced and superseded by 
the requirement that the width of a front loaded garage shall not exceed more than 50% of the 
width of the front elevation; provided, however, that with respect to Area 2-C Monterey 
Dwellings, there shall be no restriction on the maximum width of garage. 

 
Pulte’s proposed text amendment would modify this standard to state that the width of a front loaded garage 
door shall not exceed more than 50% of the width of the front elevation; provided, however that with respect to 
Area 2-C Monterey Dwellings, there shall be no restriction on the maximum width of a garage.  
 
Pulte has stated that it was their understanding that the intent of the above Garage Standard was meant to be 
applied only to the garage door and not the entire garage.  Pulte respectfully requests a text amendment to 
clarify the Garage Standard so that they can start building the homes planned for this neighborhood.  Please 
reference Tab 6 of the Petitioner’s Packet for illustrative elevations of the homes planned for the Hunter’s Run 
neighborhood.  
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 
No comments have been received from the public at this time.   
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY COUNCIL COMMENTS: 
 
During 1st Reading Councilman Block stated that he would like to review the Architectural Feature point system, 
provided in the Existing Britton Falls PUD, to determine if revising the existing point system would be 
appropriate in order to support the requested Garage Standard text amendment.  
 
 
PLAN COMMISSION COMMENTS:  
 
Mr. Harling opened the floor to the public for comment. Seeing none, Mr. Harling closed the public hearing. 
He noted no remonstration. Mr. Harling opened the floor to the Commission for discussion. 
 
Mr. Block asked if the presented homes would be able to be built under the current PUD. Mr. Hardin stated that 
the garage width standard was a restriction and the amendment would be needed to build the homes. 
 
Mr. Block stated that the point system would encourage a higher quality product. He recommended category 
groups for architectural features. He stated that unique architecture would offset high density and this model 
should be used in the future. 
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Mr. Harling stated that the standards should be different for one- and two-story homes. Mr. Harling was 
unsupportive of the request if it allowed one-story homes to have a larger facade. Mr. Compton stated that the 
ranches were less attractive to the two-story homes, but were still important to the community. He stated that 
he would add architectural features, such as double gables, before City Council. 
 
Mr. Harling asked that dimensions be added to the one-story homes in the PUD. Mr. Block stated that he would 
be comfortable with the amendment as is, provided staff review one-story homes. Mr. Compton objected to 
adding dimensional standards to the one-story buildings. He stated that the garage facade would not exceed 
50% of the homes overall facade. He made a voluntary commitment to the other items discussed. 
 
Mr. Block made a motion to send a favorable recommendation to City Council regarding 12-TA-15 with the 
voluntary commitment to work with staff for revised point system applicable to one-story homes garages 
exceeding 50% of the home’s facade. Mr. Stuart seconded the motion. The motion passed 9-1.  Mr. Harling 
voted against 12-TA-15. 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
STAFF COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Based on the feedback received at 1st Reading and by the Plan Commission, staff has continued to work with 
Pulte to review the Architectural Feature point system, outlined in the Existing Britton Falls PUD.  After 
reviewing the Architectural Feature point system staff made the following recommendations:  
 
Add the following:  

• Decorative garage doors will be required on all homes, and this item will be removed from the point 
system 

• Vinyl siding is prohibited 
 

Clarify/Edit the following architectural points:   
• Masonry accent areas across one hundred percent of the front façade’s length, excluding openings and 

areas behind a porch which has decorative masonry columns 
• Two or more Masonry materials or two or more Siding materials on the front elevation  
• Architecturally enhanced / articulated trim moldings on 50% or more of the windows along the front 

elevation  
• Clarify and recommend that transom window(s) and architectural treatment on gable ends or on reverse 

gables shall be located on the front elevation in order to receive a point 
 

Remove the following architectural points:  
• Cement or fiber board siding in all areas not covered by Masonry, excluding doors, garage doors, 

windows, architectural features, cantilevered areas, bay windows, and any area that does not have a 
supporting foundation for the brick load including, without limitation, the small area above the garage 
door on some models, and any areas on the facade that are above roofing materials and would thus 
require brick to be laid above the roof (1pt) 

 
Pulte Homes agreed to the above requested changes and has incorporated them into their proposed text 
amendment, as referenced in Sections 3, 4, and 5 of the proposed ordinance.  In addition to the above changes 
Pulte voluntarily committed to working with staff on a revised point system applicable to the one-story (ranch) 
homes to be built in Hunters Run.  Instead of trying to propose another architectural point system that would 
apply to the one-story homes, staff has suggested that Pulte incorporate the ranch elevations, which were 
reviewed and accepted by staff, into the proposed PUD Ordinance.  Pulte agreed to this solution and provided 
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11 home elevations into the proposed PUD Ordinance, as referenced in Section 6, and Exhibit C, of the attached 
ordinance.  The proposed language for the approved single-story home elevation is as follows:  
 

 Section 6.  The single-story home elevations, attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit C, 
hereby are approved (the “Approved Home Elevations”).  Additional single-story home elevations 
(“Additional Home Elevations”) shall be reviewed by the City of Fishers’ Department of Community 
Development (the “Department”).  An Additional Home Elevation shall be approved by the 
Department as long as it is substantially similar in quality and character as the Approved Home 
Elevations.  If the Department does not approve an Additional Home Elevation within thirty (30) days 
of its submission, then the Additional Home Elevation shall be placed on the next PUD Committee 
meeting agenda for the PUD Committee’s review.  The Additional Home Elevation shall be approved 
by the PUD Committee as long as it is substantially similar in quality and character as the Approved 
Home Elevations. 

 
Staff believes by adding the above language, and incorporating the approved single-story home elevations as 
Exhibit C in the PUD, Pulte has fulfilled the request made by the Plan Commission to work with staff to find a 
solution that provides the highest quality of single-story home elevations to be constructed in Hunters Run. 
Based on the changes outlined above, Staff recommends that Council hold a combined 2nd and 3rd Reading, and 
approve this item as presented.  
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