MINUTES
COLUMBUS PLAN COMMISSION MEETING
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 12, 2026 AT 4:00 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL
123 WASHINGTON STREET
COLUMBUS, INDIANA

Members in Person: Andrew Beckort, Sandy Sherman, Dave Bush, Dennis Baute, Evan Kleinhenz,
Chris Bartels, Keerthi Alapati, Laura Garrett, Michael Kinder, Zack Ellison, and
Tom Finke (Bartholomew County Plan Commission Liaison)

Members Absent: Melanie Henderson

Staff in Person: Melissa Begley, Kyra Ardery, Desiree Aldrich, Jessie Boshell, Janie Meek, and
Austin Whitted (Deputy City Attorney)

CONSENT AGENDA
Minutes of the July 8, 2026 meeting.

Motion: Ms. Garrett made a motion to approve the consent agenda. Mr. Bush seconded the motion.
The motion passed with a voice vote of 10 in favor and 0 opposed.

OLD BUSINESS REQUIRING COMMISSION ACTION

SDP-26-26: FC Tucker - A proposal by FC Tucker for a site development plan major modification for new
signs, including a modification for the number of allowed signs. The property is located at 617
Washington Street, in the City of Columbus.

Ms. Ardery presented for the Planning Department.

Mr. Kinder asked to review the slide with the signs and their dimensions. There was much discussion
amongst the Plan Commission members regarding the number of signs versus the maximum square
footage of signs.

Jessica Risacher represented the applicant. Ms. Risacher stated that they wanted to have the signs
symmetrically to match the aesthetics of the building. She stated that they are often confused with an
attorney’s office, and it was important to them to have a more distinguished sign for that clarification. She
added that the windowpanes of the building are what cause there to be 6 signs instead of just 2. She
went on to say that the small sign would be Spanish on one section and English on the other for
inclusivity.

Ms. Garrett asked if there would be any signs extending from the building or above the eve. Ms. Risacher
stated that there would not, the signs shown would be the only signs.

Mr. Ellison asked why they couldn’t combine the small signs with the large ones at the top of the window
to reduce the square footage and still be able to show what they do. Ms. Risacher stated that she
believed it would make the sign too crowded and not aesthetically pleasing.

Mr. Ellison stated that some realtor offices fill their window with what is for sale. He asked if those would
count as signs. Mr. Kinder stated that technically it would be, because it is part of their business model.
Ms. Sherman stated that F.C. Tucker did that at their previous location and asked if they were planning to
do that at this location. Ms. Risacher stated that they had thought about doing that on the left side.
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Mr. Kleinhenz asked, based on the Zoning Ordinance, whether they are allowed to put the homes for sale
in the windows. Ms. Begley stated they would be considered internal signs. Internal signs are something
that can be in a window but are not readable from the street. She added that if there is something on the
window that you have to be up close to the window to read it would not be considered a wall sign, but if
you can read it from the street, it would be considered a wall sign.

Ms. Garrett stated that if this were approved for F.C. Tucker, would that approval apply to any new
business that would go in after they left. Ms. Begley stated that because this is a site development plan
zoning district, any new sign that was outside the scale of the ordinance would have to come before the
Plan Commission for approval. Ms. Garrett stated that she is not as concerned with the number of signs
as she is with the square footage of the signs. Mr. Bush agreed.

There was much discussion amongst the Plan Commission about allowing signage over the determined
square footage for the downtown area. It was mentioned that past approvals have allowed more signs but
required the square footage of the signs combined to be within the ordinance requirement.

Mr. Kinder opened the meeting to public comment.
No one from the public requested to speak.
Mr. Kinder closed the meeting to public comment.

Ms. Begley stated that only 1 criterion must be met for these modification waivers. She stated that staff
supports approval of waiver request #1, a request for 9 wall signs, 8 more than is permitted in the CD
zoning district, because of the symmetry of the windows on each side of the entrance door, along with the
door being recessed; more than one sign would allow drivers and pedestrians to identify the building and
entrance in the urban downtown context. The additional signs would generally be compatible with the
sidewalk, street, and building frontage characteristics in the downtown area. The sign/logo on the
recessed door helps identify the entrance to the building and will help better serve as a wayfinding tool for
pedestrians. This meets criteria #1

Motion: Ms. Garrett made a motion to approve the applicant's waiver request, agreeing with the staff’'s
findings that criteria #1 has been met. Ms. Alapati seconded the motion. The motion passed
with a ballot vote of 9 in favor and 1 opposed. Mr. Bush voted no.

Ms. Begley stated staff supports approval of waiver request #2, a request for 41.39 square feet of
signage, which is 5.54 square feet more than is permitted. The signage, as proposed, exceeds the sign
area permitted by 5.54 square feet. Fewer proposed signs could meet the 35.85 square feet of sign area
permitted. Because of the symmetry of the windows on each side of the entrance door, along with the
door being recessed, more than one sign would allow drivers and pedestrians to identify the building and
entrance in the urban downtown context. The small amount of excess sign area would generally be
compatible with the sidewalk, street, and building frontage characteristics in the downtown area. The
sign/logo on the recessed door helps identify the entrance to the building and will help better serve as a
wayfinding tool for pedestrians. This meets criteria #1

Motion: Mr. Ellison made a motion to approve the applicant’s request to have signage of 41.39 square
feet, which is 5.54 square feet more than is permitted. Mr. Baute seconded the motion. The
motion passed with a ballot vote of 7 in favor and 3 opposed. Mr. Bush, Mr. Kinder, and Ms.
Garrett voted no.

Ms. Begley stated staff supports approval of the site development plan, noting the approval of the 2
requested waivers.

Motion: Mr. Ellison made a motion to approve the site development plan request with the 2 approved
modification waivers. Ms. Alapati seconded the motion. The motion passed with a voice vote
of 7 in favor and 3 opposed. Mr. Bush, Mr. Kinder, and Ms. Garrett voted no.
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NEW BUSINESS REQUIRING COMMISSION ACTION

SDP-26-23: Crew Carwash — A proposal by Crew Carwash Inc. for site development plan approval for a
new carwash in the Columbus Gateway development. The property is located at the northeast corner of
the intersection of State Road 46/Jonathan Moore Pike and Interstate 65, in the City of Columbus.

Ms. Ardery presented for the Planning Department.

Mr. Ellison asked if the sign’s brightness had been addressed. Ms. Ardery stated that the applicant
indicated that the standards would be met.

Mr. Kleinhenz asked if there would be landscaping in the island area. Ms. Ardery stated that the new
drawings indicate the applicant will have landscaping in the island. She added that the staff report was
written before receiving the new elevations. Mr. Kleinhenz asked if these qualified as the daytime
renderings that were requested. Ms. Ardery acknowledged that they did.

Mr. Ellison asked where the free-standing sign would be located. Ms. Ardery stated that it would be on the
north side of the lot facing Gateway Trail.

Nick Katchur, Civil Engineer with Kimley-Horn, represented the applicant. Mr. Katchur provided a
presentation addressing the staff report’'s comments. He stated that they will be reducing the area for
electronic sighage to meet the ordinance requirements. They will also be adjusting the brightness and
background colors to match the ordinance requirements. They will be increasing the height of the parapet
to be above the tallest mechanical equipment. The renderings have been set to daylight hours. They have
included a view into the site from the west along Gateway Trail. They will integrate the bug gate and any
associated equipment to aesthetically match the rest of the site. They will also be adding the note stating
the renderings are for illustrative purposes only. They will be providing details of the vacuum station
equipment. They will correct the contact information that is on the plans to show the correct department
and contact person. They will have a sidewalk that spans their entire lot to connect Gateway Trail with the
sidewalk along Jonathan Moore Pike. They have also addressed the large area of pavement and added
plantings. They have also addressed the landscaping for the parking area to meet the ordinance
requirements. Mr. Katchur stated that they plan to move the sign to the south side of the lot facing
Jonathan Moore Pike but will provide the amount of landscaping required by the ordinance for free-
standing signs. They have moved the landscaping along the access easement to other areas of the lot at
the suggestion of staff for the longevity of the plantings. At the suggestion of the City Engineer, they have
made the access points one-direction; the west side will be the in, and the east side will be the out. They
will also be working with Columbus Gateway to comply with the FEMA floodplain requirements.

Ms. Garrett asked what their process would be for the water they would be using. Mr. Katchur stated they
have a reclamation system for the sanitary discharge that reuses approximately 50% of the sued water;
the rest goes into the sewer system.

Mr. Bartels asked if shifting the building to the north would back up traffic on Gateway Trail. Mr. Katchur
stated that with all the stacking spaces they will have and the additional paved surface, he is confident
there would not be any issues with traffic backup on Gateway Trail.
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Mr. Ellison asked if there were any additional measures for the winter to keep excess water from the cars
draining on the streets and causing slick spots. Mr. Katchur stated that he does not have a perfect answer
for that, but they will have ridgelines placed at the exits to help catch some of the excess water.

Mr. Kleinhenz asked if they were planning to move their free-standing sign to the south side of the lot. Mr.
Katchur stated that they were planning to move that sign to the south side along Jonathan Moore Pike.
Mr. Bush stated that the Plan Commission did approve the multi-tenant sign along Jonathan Moore Pike
and restricted the lots to 1 monument/free-standing sign per lot, but it was not defined where on the lots
that sign should be facing. Ms. Begley stated that this is a site development application and the Plan
Commission does have discretion to choose where the sign should be. Mr. Bush and Mr. Kleinhenz
stated that they would prefer the sign on the north side of the lot. Mr. Kinder added that he was
concerned that if it was on the south side next to the right-out-only road, drivers would get confused and
try to pull into the out-only road. Plan Commission consensus was that the sign should be left on the north
side of the lot.

Mr. Bush asked Mr. Beckort if the drive aisles were too wide since they would be one in and one out. Mr.
Beckort stated that they are fine and allow for access from the east or west.

Mr. Kleinhenz asked if the sidewalk would be along the entire west side of the lot, connecting the
sidewalk on Gateway Trail to the sidewalk on Jonathan Moore Pike. Mr. Katchur stated that it would
connect the two sidewalks.

Mr. Kinder opened the meeting to public comment.
No one from the public requested to speak.

Mr. Kinder closed the meeting to public comment.

Ms. Begley stated that there were no waivers or modifications to this request. She stated that originally
the staff was recommending continuance, but based on the information provided today, the staff supports
approval of the request with the following conditions:

1. The proposed freestanding sign includes electronic changeable copy that is 56% of the total sign
face area, exceeding the maximum of 50% allowed by Zoning Ordinance Section 10(1)(3)(c). The
sign size shall be changed to comply.

2. The proposed electronic changeable copy sign included with the freestanding sign must be
limited to a maximum nighttime brightness (sunset to sunrise) of 250 nits (it is currently proposed
at 700 nits). Further it may not use a white or other similar light-colored background (Zoning
Ordinance Section 9.4(D)(2)). These limits must be reflected on the site development plan.

3. The applicant shall provide an architectural drawing that shows the location and height of all
rooftop mechanical equipment to verify that equipment is adequately screened or indicate that
any equipment shall not exceed the height of the building’s parapet.

4. The building renderings provided shall (1) all be set during daylight hours to best portray the
appearance of the building (2) include a view into the site from the west along Gateway Trail (3)
portray all “bug gate” associated equipment (including the gate, decorative globes, and camera
arch — which shall be designed to integrate aesthetically with the rest of the site), (4) include a
note on the renderings stating the renderings are for illustrative purposes only.

5. Please provide a detail of the vacuum equipment / stations.

6. The site plan cover sheet includes incorrect Planning Department information. The Department
shall be indicated as “Planning” and not “Economic Development” and contact Noah Pappas shall
be replaced with Kyra Ardery.
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7. A sidewalk shall be provided connecting the building with the Jonathan Moore Pike sidewalk
(Zoning Ordinance Section 7.3(Part 2)(B)).

8. Alarge, paved area is present between the building and Gateway Trail, with no apparent
purpose. This area shall be redesigned to include green space and an extension of the vacuum
station screening wall (to further screen that area from Gateway Trail and other lots to the west).

9. The parking lot frontage along Jonathna Moore Pike does not meet the zoning ordinance’s
landscaping requirement. Zoning Ordinance Section 8.1(C)(1) requires a minimum of 3 large or 4
medium trees and 23 shrubs between the paved areas and the street. However, 2 large trees
and 31 shrubs are provided (in addition to 14 grasses and 5 ornamental trees). A minimum of 2
additional large trees must be added to this area.

10. The landscaping required for freestanding signs by Zoning Ordinance Section 8.1(C)(5) must be
provided.

11. A notable amount of landscaping, including several large trees is provided in the 5-foot-wide lawn
area on the east side of the property, where they will be adjacent to the right-out drive on the
adjacent property. This does not seem like an ideal planting area and the long-term survival of the
landscaping here is questionable. Relocating this landscaping to a larger lawn area interior to the
site should be considered (see comment #7 above).

12. The applicant addressing the easternmost drive as an ‘exit only’ to meet the City Engineer’s
approval.

13. The applicant shall address the Floodplain Regulations as they relate to the site and meet the
approval of the Planning Department.

14. No official approval will be given until the platted lots are complete.

15. The free-standing/monument sign shall be placed on the north side of the lot facing Gateway
Trail.

16. The landscaping in the island near the Gateway Trail entrance: the indigenous trees should be
evergreen to help screen the vacuum stations.

Motion: Mr. Bush made a motion to approve the request, including the staff’s listed conditions of
approval. Ms. Garrett seconded the motion. The motion passed with a ballot vote of 10 in favor
and 0 opposed.

Mr. Kleinhenz recused himself from the Plan Commission for the next request, as he is the applicant for
Beacon Hill.

PC-26-12: Beacon Hill (Annexation) - A request by Beacon Hill, LLC to annex 11.9 acres into the
Columbus Corporate Limits. The property is located at 4840 West Carlos Folger Road, in Columbus
Township.

PC-26-13: Beacon Hill (Rezoning) — A request by Beacon Hill, LLC to rezone 11.9 acres from AP
(Agriculture: Preferred) to RM (Residential: Multi-Family). The property is located at 4840 West Carlos
Folger Road, in Columbus Township.

Ms. Aldrich presented for the Planning Department.

Mr. Baute asked if there were any plans to improve the road and add sidewalks in this area. He added
that this site is very close to goods and services but does not really have a safe route to reach them other
than by car. Ms. Aldrich stated that the City Engineer’s office commented, after the staff support was sent
out, that they recommend improvements from the applicant's site to State Road 46.

Mr. Ellison stated that the line of sight at the intersection of 325 West and Carlos Folger Road was
terrible. He added that there is a line of trees to the north that blocks visibility of the southbound traffic.
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Mr. Kinder asked if that area of the road was County Highway jurisdiction. Mr. Beckort stated that the
intersection was split between City and County Engineering. Mr. Beckort added that the city does not
have any plans to add sidewalk to Carlos Folger Drive, and he agreed that the sight distance at the
intersection of 325 West and Carlos Folger is not great. Ms. Garrett stated that it would be a shame to
have a multi-family unit so close to goods and services but not be able to safely walk to them.

Mr. Whitted asked if the discrepancy in the survey had been cleared up where the properties overlap
approximately 15 feet. Ms. Aldrich stated that the applicant was working on that, but she was not sure if
he had an update at this time.

Evan Kleinhenz represented the applicant. Mr. Kleinhenz stated that he is working with a surveyor and
will be adjusting the overlapping area to be only for the property to the south. His requests are only for the
11.9 acres.

Mr. Ellison asked about the water and firefighting capability for the site. Mr. Kleinhenz stated that
Southwest Water currently supplies water to the site, but that is not city water and does not have the
capacity to fight a fire. Columbus City Utilities stated that they would have the capacity to service this site,
but the connection to this site is not yet available. It would be at the cost of the developer to provide the
connection from the City Utilities lines to this site. Mr. Ellison asked if there was a sewer connection for
this site. Mr. Kleinhenz stated that directly across the street from this site is a connection to the city sewer
network.

Mr. Whitted asked if the applicant was working with the City Utilities on the water. Mr. Kleinhenz stated
that the City Utilities are working directly with Southwest Water on the scope of the water connection. Ms.
Begley stated that they have an agreement.

Mr. Kinder opened the meeting to public comment.

Jeannine Roberts, 5476 West State Road 46, participating in-person, stated that 297 units on this lot are
way too many for Carlos Folger Drive to handle. She was concerned with traffic, privacy, drainage, and
safety, but mostly the loss of rural living. She wanted to know specifics of how many units would be on
the lot. She would like to see the details before anything is approved.

Gary Smock, 535 North Westview, participating in-person, stated he has the same concerns as Ms.
Roberts. He would like to see it zoned for fewer homes or left as a single-family home and not be
annexed into the city.

Melissa Burton, 4905 West Carlos Folger Drive, participating in-person, stated she also had the same
concerns as Ms. Roberts and Mr. Smock. She was also concerned about the number of tragic accidents
that happen there at State Road 46 West and Carlos Folger Drive. She would like to see more details.

Ann King Cox, 4710 Carlos Folger Drive, participating in-person, stated that her property has been in her
family since 1880 and she has no intention of moving. She has the same concerns as her neighbors. She
added that she would not want to see an apartment complex or a retirement home on this site. In her
opinion, she believes the neighbors are owed the details of what is going to be developed on the site.

Mr. Kinder closed the meeting to public comment.

Ms. Begley stated that, for rezoning requests, Plan Commission is looks at big-picture things, such as
whether City Utilities can serve the site, whether it could support a denser zoning district, and whether the
site can accommodate a multi-family development. She stated that details are not required at this level of
the process. If a developer comes along later and states they want to develop the site, then they would be
required to supply civil engineer plans that include drainage and grading, as well as building details.
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Mr. Kinder added that the Plan Commission would be sending a recommendation to the City Council on
the Annexation and Rezoning, but it would be the City Council that had the final say on whether it is
approved or denied regardless of the Plan Commission’s recommendation.

Mr. Kinder asked if the City Engineer had any concerns about this site having over 200 residents on it,
with the condition of the road and no sidewalks. Mr. Beckort stated that there was concern about that
number of additional vehicles on this road with limited visibility on both ends of the drive. Mr. Kinder
stated that, given the road conditions and lack of sidewalks to goods and services, would this location be
a good site for that much density. He asked if the Plan Commission had purview to add a commitment to
approval that the number of units have a limit rather than being open to the 200+ units allowed in the RM
zoning district. Ms. Begley stated that they could add a condition or commitment to the rezoning, but at
this time it would be hard to know for sure what that number sould be.

Ms. Alapati asked what the reason was for requesting the RM zoning district for this site. Mr. Kleinhenz
stated that the idea was to provide potential buyers the flexibility to do what they want to do on the site.
He added that the interested buyer may want to put houses on the site instead of an apartment building.
He just noted that keeping it zoned AP underutilized the property.

Mr. Bartels stated that this would check a lot of boxes and our community does need more housing, but
because of the road and no sidewalks, in his opinion it does not check the box for density. He stated that
he felt the same way with a similar project in which that developer did come back with a decreased
density that is a much better fit. In his opinion, this site should also have a decreased density for a better
fit to the area.

Mr. Kleinhenz stated that there are some other properties for sale that could make room to install
sidewalks on the east side of Carlos Folger Drive, but unfortunately, it would be hard to predict what may
be developed on those properties.

Mr. Baute stated that he might be inclined to approve something with less density, but without a safe
connection to goods and services, he would be embarrassed to send a favorable recommendation to the
City Council for an RM zoning district on this site.

Mr. Kinder re-opened to public comment.

Melissa Burton, 4905 West Carlos Folger Drive, participating in-person, asked for a definition of
annexation and rezoning.

Mr. Kinder replied that annexation is where a piece of property is taken out of county limits and added to
city limits, and there is a specific set of rules used for that to be allowed. The rezoning process is where
the property is changed to a different zoning district, and each zoning district has its own set of rules
regarding what is allowed to be built on the site, as well as where buildings can be located on the site.
Ms. Burton wanted to verify that the property on the east side of Carlos Folger is already within city limits,
but the properties on the west are in the county. Mr. Kinder and Ms. Begley stated that was correct.

Ms. Burton stated that the intersection of State Road 46 and Carlos Folger is a dangerous intersection.
She stated that since 2007 her and her husband have personally witnessed 5 fatalities at that
intersection.

Mr. Kleinhenz stated that one of the things he liked about this property is that you could take Carlos
Folger to 325 West and turn right to get to a traffic light, which is safer than trying to turn onto 46 without a
signal. He noted that there is vegetation along the northwest side of the intersection that does interfere
with visibility. He will call the county and see what they can do about clearing out that vegetation.
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Gary Smock, 535 North Westview, participating in-person, stated he did not understand what the purpose
was to add this small piece to the city limits. He stated that the property could be divided for several
single-family homes and still stay part of the county.

Ms. Begley stated that if this property stayed zoned agriculture, a developer would be very limited in how
many homes they could put on this lot. She added that adding greater density requires a water and sewer
system, other than a well and septic system. Columbus City Ultilities can provide that kind of system,
which requires annexation into the city limits.

Mr. Ellison noted that annexation helps the city grow from the center outward. If this property were
annexed then it would allow other properties around it to have the opportunity to annex, offering more city
amenities.

Mr. Kinder closed to public comment.

Mr. Kleinhenz noted, as an example, there is an apartment complex across from the Jay-C store that
does not have a sidewalk connecting it to the West Hill Shopping Center.

Ms. Begley stated that it is our objective to have orderly growth and extend city limits where they are
attached to existing city limits. It isn’t always the most perfect growth or exactly the way we would like to
have it and looking back on some of the other annexations we have had, they did not have sidewalk
connections either. The staff supports a favorable recommendation to the City Council for annexation.

Ms. Begley stated the reason staff are in support of multi-family for this location is because of the
proximity to major goods and services. It is almost impossible to be this close to a dense commercial area
on the west side of town. The staff supports a favorable recommendation be sent to the City Council with
the following conditions: 1. They dedicate right-of-way along the frontage of their property to meet the
current requirements of the Thorough Fair Plan. 2. When the site is developed, they will be required to put
in curb and gutter, sidewalk, and improve the road frontage. 3. That the road improvement be extended
on Carlos Folger Drive all the way to State Road 46. 4. That the legal description be updated before going
to the City Council.

Mr. Baute asked if the property to the north of this site was in any type of flood zone. Ms. Begley stated
that it has a floodway zone on much of the property.

Motion: Mr. Bush made a motion to send a favorable recommendation of annexation to the City Council
for PC-26-12. Ms. Alapati seconded the motion. The motion passed with a ballot vote of 8 in
favor and 1 opposed. Mr. Baute voted no.

Motion: Mr. Ellison made a motion to send an unfavorable recommendation of rezoning to the City
Council for PC-26-13. Ms. Alapati seconded the motion. The motion passed with a ballot vote
of 8 in favor and 1 opposed. Mr. Bush voted no.

Mr. Kleinhenz stated that he was not sure he wanted to annex the property with an AP zoning. Mr. Bartels
stated that he could withdraw his request at the City Council meeting if he changed his mind about

annexation.

Mr. Kleinhenz returned as a Plan Commission member.
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DISCUSSION ITEMS
Mr. Boshell presented for the Planning Department.
Comprehensive Plan Update Discussion
Mr. Boshell advised the Plan Commission members to think about sitting in on the discussions with the
consultants. He would like a couple of Plan Commission members for those meetings. August 28t at 4:00
p-m. is the deadline for consultants to submit their requests, and interviews will start after that.

Zoning Ordinance Revisions Public Notice & Input Discussion

Mr. Boshell spoke about the open house and asked for the Plan Commission members' comments on the
content.

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR’S REPORT

Ms. Begley stated that the staff has noticed that more members are not receiving their packet before the
meeting. She asked if the commission members would be willing to view the information online and then
either pick up their packets or have them at their seats for the meeting. The Plan Commission members
agreed unanimously that they would be comfortable with that as long as they received an email when
packets were ready.

Mr. Finke noted that on average it takes approximately 10 days to receive items that are mailed locally,
longer if it goes through Indianapolis.

ADJOURNMENT: 5:57 p.m.

Motion: Mr. Bush made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Ellison seconded the motion. The motion passed with
a voice vote of 10 in favor and 0 opposed.

These minutes were approved at the Plan Commission meeting on Insert date of meeting.

Michael Kinder, President Laura Garrett, Secretary



