Jennifer Miller

From: David Mueller <D.Mueller@InsectsLimited.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 12, 2014 8:04 PM

To: Matt Skelton

Cc: Council Members; APC; Jennifer Miller

Subject: OAK PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

OAK PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

To Matt Skelton, Jennifer Miller, APC, City Council

Re: Oak Park Rezoning

The Homeowners of Oak Park have concerns about the proposed Estridge Rezone (Council Introduction, January 13).

In order to preserve our home values, we ask that you consider the following commitments from the developer:
including road reconfiguration to include two entrances through the project to lower traffic counts through one
entrance and to allow emergency equipment safe access; home square footage to comply with the present Oak Park
community; quality landscaping; adequate buffering; architecture standards,including brick, that match or exceed the
quality of the current Oak Park community; all two story homes; quality landscaping in the common areas; custom home
construction; larger lots adjacent to existing homes (.75 acres or larger); sidewalks that connect the whole community,
setbacks that offer privacy to the existing homes in Oak Park, preservation of privacy for the existing Oak Park amenities,
a concern to lot widths, a concern to incomplete projects like the Walnut Ridge and Viking Meadow dilemma that
became production homes with different developers; and close consideration to drainage. These are some, but certainly
not all, of our concerns that we hope you will consider as this project moves forward.

Our HOA and nearby community will be meeting with Paul Estridge, Jr. this Thursday evening, January 16 at 6:30 PM at
the Bridgewater Club to review this project and ask the developer for commitments to make this a quality project with
which we can all live with.

Please place this letter into the Public Record.
David Mueller
Oak Park Homeowners Association

2812 Oak Park Circle
Westfield, In 46074

Sent from my iPad



March 24, 2014

Dear Members of The Westfield Plan Commission,

Our family lives in The Oak Park neighborhood which is next to the property that Pedcor is
attempting to rezone to S F 2 at the Plan Commission hearing on April 7, 2014. Because
approximately one third of the families in our neighborhood will be on Spring Break that week, we
respectfully request that the Plan Commission consider continuing this hearing to the May meeting.

This proposed Rezoning will almost double the size of our neighborhood and we would appreciate
the opportunity to attend the Plan Commision meeting when this Rezoning is considered.

We believe its reasonable that any new homes that will connect to and become part of our
neighborhood should be developed with similar sized lots and homes consistent with the existing

homes in Oak Park.

Thank you for considering our request to delay this hearing for one month.

Corey & Mary Fillip, 3104 Joshua Circle, Oak Park Homeowner



Dear Westfield Washington Advisory Plan Commission;

We have been working hard to prepare for the April 7, 2014 APC meeting for Public Comment
on the Estridge/ Pedcor Rezone. This date falls directly in the middle of the Westfield-
Washington School Corporation’s Spring Break (April 3-14) and Guerin High School Spring
Break. About half of our neighbors have children in these two schools. They will be absent for
this April 7 public hearing. My wife and | plan to be out of town on Spring Break that week also.

| respectfully would like to request Westfield City Planners and APC to move this public hearing
on the Estridge/Pedcor Rezone until May 5 so everyone has an opportunity to offer their
concerns and input on this Oak Park rezone proposal.

David & Mary Beth Mueller
2812 Oak Park Circle
Westfield, IN 46074 317.896.9300



Jennifer Miller

From: Julie Barnes <julesnb@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2014 5:52 PM
To: Jennifer Miller

Subject: Planned Oak Park rezone

Dear Members of The Westfield Plan Commission ,

| am the President of the Oak Park HOA and my family lives in The Oak Park neighborhood which is directly
next to the property that Pedcor is attempting to rezone to S F 2 at the Plan Commission hearing on April 7,
2014. We will be out of the country on Spring Break during this hearing. Because nearly one third of the
families in our small neighborhood will be on Spring Break that week, | respectfully request that the Plan
Commission consider continuing this hearing to the May meeting.

This proposed Rezoning will almost double the size of our neighborhood! | would appreciate the opportunity to
attend the Plan Commission meeting when this Rezoning is considered. When we built our home in 2001, we
were told by representatives of the Estridge Companies that the horse pasture would never be developed.

We believe its reasonable that any new homes that will connect to and become part of our neighborhood should
be developed with similar sized lots and homes consistent with the existing homes in Oak Park.

Thank you for considering this request to delay this hearing for one month.

Julie Barnes,

3131 Joshua Circle
Westfield, IN 46074
Oak Park HOA President



March 25 2014

To the Members of the Westfield Planning Commission:

I am aresident in the Oak Park Subdivision in Westfield Indiana. As
you are all very well aware, we express and share a considerable
amount of concern surrounding the proposed Pedcor/Estridge
development within the established Oak Park Subdivision.

Pedcor is attempting to rezone to SF2 at the Plan Commission hearing
on April 7 2014. This is a week where almost one third of the families in
our neighborhood will be on Spring Break. This proposed rezoning will
almost double the size of our established neighborhood and we would
greatly appreciate the opportunity to attend the Plan commission
meeting when this Rezoning is being considered since it will have a
significant impact on our entire subdivision.

With that said, we respectfully request that the Plan Commission
consider CONTINUIING THIS HEARING TO THE MAY MEETING. As
constituents of Westfield we are very emotionally vested in our
community and believe that any new home that will connect to and
become part of the neighborhood and HOA should be developed with
similar sized lots and homes consistent with the existing homes in Oak
Park.

Thank you in advance for considering our request to delay this hearing
to May.

Sincerely,

Lisa Uesugi
Oak Park Subdivision
15929 Billiter Court
Westfield IN 46074



March 25, 2014

Dear Members of the Westfield Plan Commission,

We live on Oak Park Court in the Oak Park neighborhood which is close to the property that Pedcor is
attempting to rezone to S F 2 at the Plan Commission hearing on April 7, 2014. Because approximately
one third of the families in our neighborhood will be on Spring Break that week and we ourselves will be
out of state, we respectfully request that the Plan Commission consider continuing this hearing to the

May meeting.

This proposed Rezoning will increase the size of our neighborhood considerably. it will almost double in
size. Surely you can understand our desire to be present when this rezoning is considered by the Plan
Commission.

We also believe that it is reasonable that any new homes that will connect to and become a part of our
neighborhood should be developed with similar sized lots and homes consistent with the existing homes
in Oak Park.

Thank you for your consideration of our request to delay this hearing for one month.

Ralph and Linda Wendel
16032 Oak Park Court

Oak Park Homeowners



Jennifer Miller

From: Tony Anderson <ta@trucutinc.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2014 12:24 AM

To: community

Subject: April 7th hearing / Oak Park proposed rezone

Dear Westfield Plan Commission members:

Our family home is located in Oak Park, lot #9, which abuts the property that Pedcor is proposing to rezone SF2. As this
proposal conflicts with the original design and essence of Oak Park, large lots and pasture like setting which precipitated
my wife and | moving from Carmel to Westfield, | would like to request a postponement of the April A public hearing as
I have a conflict that will prohibit my attendance. Similarly, as this date overlaps with Westfield School System’s spring
break, it will be very difficult for many Oak Park neighbors to attend this very important meeting.

Although my personal preference would be for the center piece of our neighborhood, the horse pasture, to remain
undisturbed, | recognize that ownership does come with some privilege. In this respect, so long as development occurs
within the “spirit” of Oak Park’s original and 2006’s restated concept....meaning one acre+ size lots with homes
constructed per design and size of existing residences....I'm sure an acceptable outcome can be obtained.

Thank you for your consideration in postponing the April 7" hearing to a later date.
Sincerely
Anthony (Tony) Anderson

15941 Oak Park Court
Westfield, IN 46074



Jennifer Miller

From: Ann Bates <ann.batesl@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2014 10:01 AM
To: Jennifer Miller

Subject: Oak Park development proposal

Dear Members of The Westfield Plan Commission,

Our family lives in The Oak Park neighborhood which is next to the property that Pedcor is attempting to rezoneto S F 2
at the Plan Commission hearing on April 7, 2014. Because approximately one third of the families in our neighborhood
will be on Spring Break that week, we respectfully request that the Plan Commission consider continuing this hearing to
the May meeting.

This proposed Rezoning will almost double the size of our neighborhood and we would appreciate the opportunity to
attend the Plan Commission meeting when this Rezoning is considered.

My home backs up to the horse pasture which is now being proposed for rezoning. The layout of my lot will bring this
new development very close to my home and we are probably the home that will be most impacted by the planned
building. We built this home almost 11 years ago. Our builder was Estridge Custom Homes. | would like to share with
you what | was told by Estridge Custom Homes, and by a member of the Estridge family. | inquired whether there was
any possibility that this land would be developed, and | was told that there were no plans at the time or in the future to
use that land for anything other than horses. So now that we are faced with the actuality of houses being built in that
pasture, we feel very strongly that we should have a chance to attend this meeting and have a chance to express our
concerns.

Thank you for considering our request to delay this hearing for one month.
Ann Bates

15901 Billiter Ct
Westfield, IN 46074



Jennifer Miller

From: Dave Mueller <insectsltd@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 10:16 AM

To: Ken Kingshill

Cc: Jim Ake; cbraun6@aol.com; trishbraun6@gmail.com; muellers5@aol.com;

njatops@aol.com; ta@trucut.com; jsb37gazebo@frontier.com; Jennifer Miller;
kingannan@hotmail.com; natalierue@sbsglobal.net; todd.erb@comcast.net;
cmjba@comcast.net; jcfinley@comcast.net; saflagg@comcast.net;
rkhehner@verizon.net; lisa@thehirshfields.com; kimlivingston@comcast.net;
bwl@integrity.com; bblindy4@aol.com; perhacs.family@comcast.net;
bjsander@iupui.edu; vleshort@aol.com; luesugi@comcast.net; dan6374@comcast.net;
spolj@aol.com; Rob Stokes; julesnb@comcast.net; ann.batesl@comcast.net;
glbledsoe@msn.com; rkhehner@verison.net; jsb37gazebo@frontier.com;
mic.mead@comcast.com; tarynjohns@comcast.net

Subject: Revised letter to the City of Westfield, Oak Park homeowners, and members of WTNT
from David Mueller

April 1, 2014
Dear Mr. Ken Kingshill
Advisory Plan Commission President

| am writing to you to express my concerns about a proposed infill SF-2 Rezone of Oak Park by Pedcor of
Carmel.

My number one concern regarding this rezone is the single access from 161st Street for these new homes
along with the existing homes in our Oak Park neighborhood. The additional traffic would be disruptive and
unsafe for our neighborhood. Also the construction traffic that would be on that road for the ‘next five years’
(estimated by Paul Estridge, Jr.) would be excessive.

| have spoken to various Westfield departments and understand that the city specifications allow for a single
road egress and ingress under specific conditions. Qur concern is safety, maintaining home values, and quality
of life. This road access concern affects all three of those.

Construction roads are a concern. The workers need to get to the construction site. The heavy construction
traffic created by this proposed SF-2 development would bring additional traffic and mud in warm weather
and in winter conditions. This project needs a construction road to relieve this five year mess that would be
caused by allowing the construction crews and their vehicles access from 161 Street solely.

| believe the best place for the construction road would be off Oak Road. The plans presented by the Estridge
Group at the December meeting at The Bridgewater Club showed a direct connection from the proposed
development to Oak Road. When Pedcor decides to develop this six lot area, as mentioned in their original
plans, they can then use the construction road for future use.

Alternative access through Habig baseball and soccer fields onto Carey Road has been
proposed. The developer has been in discussions with the owners of Habig Fields about a proposed
construction road that runs the north end of their 40 acre youth sports fields and connects to Carey Road. Mr.
Brian Stumpf has asked the Habig Trust to sell a portion of this property to run directly next to the youth (9-10

1



year olds) baseball field onto Carey Road where the soccer and baseball traffic enters and exits. | believe this is
not practical and is unsafe. The road would run directly behind the homes on the east side of Oak Park. The
proposed gravel road would have to be built to hold heavy construction traffic for 1200 ft or more. This would
go over a flood plain that gets seasonal overflow (parking lots completely flood several times a year) and two
exiting springs flow within a few feet of the proposed road. These springs were used by Mr. Habig, at one
time, to water his cattle. This means a bridge would have to be built over this wetland area. | foresee difficult
and hazardous use by the the construction equipment causing avoidance and abandonment of this road,
prompting the use of the 161st Street entrance. A gate is used to close Habig fields off when the fields are not
being used. This means that the construction traffic would not gain entrance to this area at the times they
would need access. | believe this would again force the construction traffic to use the entrance off 161st
Street. The proposed gravel road would need repairs over the five years that this proposed neighborhood is
under construction. Instead of 1-2 inches of gravel, it would need constant repair. | also believe that the
proposal of a 1000 foot construction road to the development is not realistic but a ploy to make a
commitment that would not be kept. Our neighbors in Brookside can attest to this as they experienced a
similar situation. The construction road to Oak Road would be more practical, the land is already owned by
Pedcor and the future homes that will be developed in the future (see map from December 2013) would fit on
this road. In fact, those lots and that road were temporarily removed to hide the need for a permanent road.

The new proposed development has two cul de sacs. | believe they would be a bad idea. A connected road
from 161 Street to Oak Road with several stops would be more practical and safer. According to the Westfield
Fire Marshall the largest sized piece of firefighting equipment in Westfield, Carmel, and Noblesville needs a 78
foot diameter for a complete turnaround in a cul de sac. They need to add a few feet to clear the curbs,
driveways, and mailboxes with this 69,000 Ib. fire truck. The Westfield City specifications say that there needs
to be room for snow removal also. Piles of snow were pushed to the end of our road on Oak Park Circle this
winter that were 8 feet tall and 20 feet deep. | understand this was a specially difficult winter, but even in an
average winter they would need 10 feet of space or more to move the snow. This would then make the
diameter for the cul de sac at least 90 feet. The present cul de sac on Oak Park Court is 90 feet in diameter. |
recognize that many cul de sacs don’t take this snow removal city ruling into consideration; however, this is
another item that | encourage you to consider when deciding if second entrance/exit is needed. Ask any
firefighter or policemen if this dead end road is a good idea for fire and police safety when there is an
alternative.

| believe that the real reason that a road connecting to Oak Road is that the previous owner, Paul Estridge Jr.
does not want to have traffic running behind his home and that is the sole reason this is not acceptable as
stated publicly by Mr. Estridge himself. | really don’t want a 200 plus traffic count in front of my home either
but | have accepted that it could happen. Perhaps he can share some of the pain that comes with new
developments and the increased traffic and issues that it causes. This includes construction traffic.

Sidewalks proposed and required will go north from the proposed infill Oak Park #3 would stop at the
end of the new development. | have a concern with this. The sidewalks should be extended to 161st Street.
The bike riders, runners, children and families that come to the end of the proposed sidewalk will then need to
go to a potentially busy street to ride, run, or walk. This would create a potential safety issue for the drivers
that come around the curve on Oak Park Circle.

Another suggestion by the fire marshal is building a loop that connects both cul-de-sacs. An easement is
needed between lots 14-15 connecting to lots 9-8 for a water line. This would make a convenient place to run
a road. This way the fire trucks could better serve our neighborhood. The Westfield Fire Marshal, recently
stated to me that he “highly recommends a second entrance to this proposed development.”



Recently our neighborhood suffered a terrible tragedy. | wonder how the addition of 23 new homes with one
exit will affect the traffic flow if there were another tragedy where roads were blocked for days and traffic was
congested for weeks later.

The revised map that Pedcor has presented has tried to hide the connection of the new development to Oak
Road by placing a Common Area to buffer the exit road to Oak Road and protect the view behind Mr.
Estridge’s home. The recent removal of the six lots (lots #22-27) and the approximate 300 foot road are efforts
avoid discussion of the possibility of two entrances. We have been told that the three lots to the north of the
common area (lots #16, 17, 18) are reserved for family members and would not be developed at this time. So,
to placate, Pedcor added a buffer common area and took out six lots and reserved three lots for family.

What can | live with: We have worked hard as a neighborhood since December 2013 to understand and
compromise with Pedcor on this proposed SF-2 development in an effort to protect our home values, quality
of life, and safety.

| firmly believe that this development would work as a one home/acre+ development with commitments. All
of the lot sizes in Oak Park are at least one acre. (our lot, #12 is three acres. The average is 1.6 acres). If this
proposed development was changed to 1 acre or more, | believe we could maintain those values we have
come to appreciate and expect over the last 18 years. With what is proposed one could place 6 of the
proposed lots (0.45 acre average) for this development on my single lot and this will be dropped down in the
center of Oak Park, surrounded by large lots. That is not consistent with currently exists, not is it consistent
with what was envisioned and sold to current homeowners. | ask you to go to gis.hamiltoncounty.in.gov
and look at the surrounding land to our neighborhood. This with show you that there are large lots, open
spaces and no SF-2 or small lot developments in this area. It is simply not consistent to our present
neighborhood and surrounding area.

This is a development that has come into an established neighborhood and is forcing a smaller lot size and
lesser quality homes.

In summary, my wife and | have lived in Westfield for 18 years; we came here with the hope of building a
house on a wooded lot with plenty of land for our three children and pets to play. We found it 18 years ago
when we purchased our lot from Paul Estridge, Jr. Paul told us of his vision for this land and the Oak Park
neighborhood. It included a horse pasture with the potential of each of us having a place to ride horses if we
wished. The land directly behind us on Carey Road was originally platted for 3-4 acre lots for small horse farms
where others could raise and ride horses in our neighborhood. Mr. Estridge changed that plan once. Now that
vision is of dozens of new SF-2 homes on that pasture developed by a large Commercial Development
company from Carmel that will have one road that runs past my house with hundreds of auto and truck trips a
day. This is a nightmare.

| ask you to reject this proposed SF-2 rezone, consider the egress and ingress concerns and consider this as a
one acre or more development that blends into our existing and mature neighborhood.

Thank you for your consideration,

David K. Mueller Westfield Oak
Park Homeowner

Member of the Oak Park HOA and WTNT

2812 Oak Park Circle, Westfield, Indiana 317.966.9808



David Mueller



Nancy Anderson
15941 Oak Park Court
Westfield, IN 46074

April 1,2014

Jennifer Miller, AICP

Economic & Community Development
Department Planning and Zoning Division
2728 East 1715t Street

Westfield, IN 46074

Dear Development Department,

As aresident of Oak Park, [ have some concerns regarding the request by Pedcor
Investments for a change in zoning from the AG-SF1 district to the SF-2 district as it
pertains to the 21.044 acres of real estate generally located at 15707 Oak Road, 0
Oak Park circle, 0 No Street also off Oak park circle, Westfield, IN.

My property abuts the real estate described above and [ have been involved with
the Oak Park Home Owners’ Association in trying to reach a list of commitments
that are satisfactory to both the developer and residents. Although the list of
compromised commitments may appear significant, no progress has been made on
the major concerns of the Oak Park residents. In fact, Pedcor has removed the most
important commitments proposed by the Oak Park Homeowners’ Association in all
correspondence that infers the compromise between the parties are more advanced
than reality.

Although there are several unresolved commitments between the Oak Park
homeowners and the developer, the most important unresolved issues are as
follows.

Adding 23 new homes as an infill development to the existing 12 homes using
the Oak Park entrance off of 161st street raises several traffic safety issues for
emergency vehicles and concern for our children walking along the street to access
the Oak Park amenities as there are currently no sidewalks to connect to the new
development. [ am sure that the Westfield Plan Commission can appreciate the
impact to the seven homes along Oak Park Court and Circle that will provide the
entrance to this infill development as the traffic past their homes TRIPLES (329%)!

The Oak Park HOA has requested the developer build another permanent Oak
Park entrance off of Oak Road to reduce the heavy burden of additional traffic on
Oak Park Court and Circle. A map depicting the Oak Road entrance has been
provided by the Oak Park homeowners to the developer.

The permanent road into Oak Park off of Oak Road would also serve as a
construction entrance. Itis not reasonable or acceptable to expect Oak Park, an
established neighborhood of 10 years, to provide the construction traffic to this infill
development along Oak Park Court and Circle. Oak Park HOA compromised and
agreed to Pedcor’s commitment of permissible construction between the hours of 7
am to 7 pm. Oak Park residents have safety concerns for their children getting on



and off the school buses if the only construction entrance into proposed
development is on Oak Park Court and Circle.

It is rumored that Pedcor is contemplating a construction road off of Carey Road
just north of Habig soccer fields and baseball diamond. A construction road through
that area would be non functional as there are two natural water springs and
frequent flooding in that area making it impassable for heavy construction
equipment without construction of a bridge. The gated entrance to this Habig
facility is typically only open when youth sports are played. Is it a good idea to
combine heavy construction traffic with children playing baseball or soccer and
their families walking to their cars?

The Oak Park HOA needs to and should maintain control over their
neighborhood and its character, i.e. architectural review board. Oak Park HOA has
compromised and proposed that a Pedcor representative be allowed to serve on this
board. Pedcor responded with a single page double spaced list of 16 very vague lot
construction commitments to the Oak Park HOA stating “we believe will provide the
residents a comfort level about the types of homes to be constructed.” In
comparison, Bridgewater’s Architectural Planning Criteria -Design guidelines and
regulations is 18 pages long. The list of lot construction commitments provided by
Pedcor is inadequate and does not prevent the developer from constructing
prefabricated tract homes in contrast to the costume homes in existing Oak Park.

Oak Park is unique as Westfield’s only country estates neighborhood. The
opinion that Oak Park provides Westfield with a market for sought after high-end
housing on 1+ acre lots is supported by the NY Times and IBJ]. Pedcor’s opinion
that there is a low market for large homes on 1+ acre lots is in direct conflict with
recently published articles in the NY Times on 1/25/14 attached below. Below is a
direct quote taken from the IB] 8 (Indianapolis Business Journal) publised March 31,
2014.

High-end homes selling fast in Indy

Eight@8 remembers when, back in the dark days of the
recession, you couldn’t unload an upscale home if you re-
sided it with cake frosting and anti-depressants. Now, Indy-
area buyers are scarfing up homes at $500,000-plus price
points almost as fast as more modest abodes. IBJ's Scott
Olson explains how the luxury market has changed, and how
buyers are making full-price offers on Day 1 and then refusing
to leave the showing until they close the deal. ...

[ question if this infill development will overtax the existing Oak Park common
sanitary sewer and storm drains. The proposed development was originally
platted a horse pasture and zoned SF 1 agricultural but Pedcor is proposing to add
23 new homes to the existing Oak Park 20 year old infrastructure. The sanitary
sewer and storm drain runoff must absorb 23 additional homes without
improvements. If improvements to the common sanitary sewer and storm drains
are required because of the addition of these homes, then the developer and not the



existing homeowners or Oak Pak HOA should be held liable for the cost of
improvements and repair to existing landscape.

This matter is really quite simple...0ak Park homeowners want to maintain the
value of their home investment as well as the continuity of our neighborhood, that,
in may cases, was the impetus for locating to Oak Park. Oak Park is recognized as a
unique subdivision with country estate lots averaging at least 1 acre and the reason
why I choose to live here. While respecting the rights of land owners to develop
property, the Oak Park infill neighborhood proposal is uniquely odd in that it nearly
doubles the volume of homes on much smaller lots in a manner and density that is
not only inconsistent with our existing neighborhood, but equally at odds with the
entire square mile of property that extends from 151stto 1615t street and Oak Road
to Carey Road.

[ recommend a compromise of fewer number of homes (14-15) in the proposed
development with 1 home on 1+ acre lots using Oak Park Court off of 161st Street
as the ingress/egress with a temporary construction road off of Oak Road while the
Oak Park HOA Architectural Review Board consists of 2 Oak Park HOA appointed
representatives and 1 Pedcor appointed representative.

Pedcor’s failing to adequately address the major concerns of Oak Park residents,
neighborhood safety, consistency of character in regard to lot size and allowing the
HOA to maintain control over the architecture standards of homes built,

[ respectfully request that the Westfield Plan Commission deny Pedcor’s SF 2 rezone
proposal for the above named real estate.
Thank you.

Respectfully,

Nancy Anderson

NYTIMES
By JIM RENDON

January 25, 2014

Katie Sleep and her husband, Jonathan, lived in the same four-bedroom home in
a Washington suburb for 23 years. After Ms. Sleep decided to retire, they began
looking for a new house, and, after viewing a model home in a new development,
decided to move to Leesburg, Va., about 40 miles from the city. In having their
new home built, they saw an opportunity — not to downsize, but to create a far
larger home catering to their every need.

In April 2012, they selected a model costing about $850,000 from a luxury builder
and chose a number of standard options for an additional $650,000. Ms. Sleep,
who was in the process of selling the software firm she founded nearly two
decades earlier, added a wall of windows to the basement and furnished it with a
pool table, a media room, a wet bar, a home office and a suite for their youngest



daughter to use when she was home from college.

They added a second master bedroom suite, on the ground level, for use when
they are older and stairs become tougher to climb. They upgraded floors,
carpeting and molding, added a sunroom and a large deck and supersized the
garage door to fit Ms. Sleep’s Cadillac Escalade. The home’s lighting and
temperature, as well as media on any of 14 televisions and the sound system,
can be controlled remotely.

This six-bedroom house, which has six full and three half bathrooms, measures
about 9,000 square feet, including the basement. The Sleeps expect to spend
an additional $250,000 to landscape its three-acre lot. “We went through
some hard times with the software company,” said Ms. Sleep, 57. “We feel
blessed that we live here now. We pinch ourselves all the time.”



April 3,2014

Open letter to Advisory Plan Commission Members, Mayor Cook and Westfield Council
Members

RE: 1402-REZ-01 Rezoning of Oak Park

| am writing to you to express my objections to this rezoning proposal. | will be brief and to the
point.

| believe this proposed rezoning is not at all consistent with the character and feel of any of the
surrounding areas or homes. This is especially true as access to the proposed development will
be through an established AG-SF 1 neighborhood. The proposed rezoning would be less
egregious if it had independent access from any of the bordering roads and was not dependent
upon access through the Oak Park neighborhood.

My second objection is purely and simply financial. The only reason a developer desires higher
density is to obtain more lots to sell and therefore more profit. Simply put, this will be at the
expense primarily to the Oak Park property owners, but also to the surrounding area property
owners (of which | am one) through diminished and decreased property values.

| do understand that rezoning and development can have an adverse effect on some property
values, but is done when there are overall positive gains for the community as a whole. | simply
cannot see the overall value to the community by allowing this rezoning and subsequent
development. Lower property values and higher density in this area of Westfield simply does
not make sense (except for Pedcor and Estridge).

This is not to say | do not and cannot support development in this area. If Pedcor/Estridge were
to revise their plans to be consistent with the current zoning and character of the area and the
Oak Park neighborhood, | will support that development.

Please consider my comments when reviewing this proposal, and | encourage you to protect
the character and property values of this area of Westfield by rejecting this rezoning proposal.

g’

2222 East 161% Street
Westfield, IN 46074
riharmeyer@gmail.com
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Jennifer Miller

From: mikeandstacym@comcast.net

Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 9:18 AM

To: Jennifer Miller

Subject: proposed rezoning of land from AG-SF1 to SF2 sought by Pedcor as it affects the
community of Oak Park

Attachments: rezoning letter.docx

Dear Ms. Miller,

As the attached letter states, | respectfully request that you include my letter in the record available to
the commissioners in considering the proposed rezoning and development. | am opposed to the
rezoning and the development as proposed. | feel it fundamentally changes the nature of the
community in which | purchased my home, reduces the safety of my children, is unnecessary to the
development of the greater Westfield community, imposes burden on its neighbors without adding
substantial value to the community and would reward corporate economic interests at the expense of
the citizens of Westfield.

Thank you for your consideration, and please contact me with any questions or if | need to follow
another procedure to have my letter included in th erecord.

Sincerely,
Michael Miller



Michael Miller

15936 Oak Park Ct

Westfield, IN 46074

(317) 582-0842
April 3, 2014

Economic & Community Development Department Planning & Zoning Division
Jennifer Miller, AICP

2728 East 171st street

Westfield, IN 46074

Dear Ms. Miller,

| am writing to inform you of my concern and opposition to the proposed rezoning and
development of land by Pedcor in the heart of the subdivision of Oak Park. As proposed, the rezoning
and development does not enhance or add value to the community, but will cause an increased burden
and loss of benefit and happiness on the citizens of Westfield living in the vicinity. There are multiple
comparable tracts of land in Westfield already zoned SF2 in which the developer could pursue this
project without the need to seek rezoning and without adversely affecting the current residents of
Westfield. The petition to rezone this land will be before the Advisory Plan Commission at their meeting
on Monday April 7, 2014. lintend to attend the meeting, but also request that you include this letter as
part of the record available to the commissioners in considering the proposed rezoning and
development.

My wife Stacy and | did not meet Paul Estridge, Jr. until December of 2013. | was given
information from Estridge Custom Homes prior to my purchase of a home in the neighborhood,
however, which is in direct conflict with Mr. Estridge and Pedcor’s proposed rezoning and development
of the land in question. My wife and | first moved to Westfield in October 2001. We lived in a home in
Setters Place off of 146" St between Carey and Oak Rd. When | completed my anesthesia residency in
2005 and began working as a staff anesthesiologist, we knew we would be looking for a new, larger
house, but we were not ready to buy until we saved adequate cash reserves. We had grown connected
to Westfield, enjoyed the community, appreciated the school system and felt Westfield would be a good
community in which to raise our family.

On Carey road, Oak Park for several years had a very large sign (12 ft plus tall) advertising the
amenities of Oak Park, 1+ acre home sites and in bold print “Only Two Lots Remain.” We found this
subdivision very attractive with the amenities, location in proximity to the elementary school and
proximity to the church we were attending. What most attracted us to the neighborhood, however,
were the size of the lots and the appearance of the homes within the subdivision. There were (and still
are) many subdivisions in the area with homes of comparable sizes and features, but only one other that
offered the potential to have a yard like those in Oak Park. Further, we lived in the first home built in
Setters Place, and as such had had to deal with the dirt and noise of construction for 4 years while the



remaining 38 homes in the subdivision were constructed. The prospect of moving into a community
where construction was nearly complete appealed to us. | called Estridge Custom Homes at the number
on said sign in the Fall of 2005 to inquire on the possibility of purchasing one of the lots, but to not start
building for a year or two. Our plan was to commit to where we would build while waiting until our
finances were in order to start the building process. | was informed that there were indeed only 2 lots
remaining (the lot at the corner of 161* and Carey, 1.88 acres, asking $80,000 for the lot) and the lot on
Joshua Circle now owned by the Johns family (1.05 acres, asking $88,000). Unfortunately, the
gentleman from Estridge Custom Homes informed me | would not be able to purchase and hold either
of these lots, but rather would be required to start construction within 3 months of purchasing a lot.
This made a purchase at that time unadvisable for us, so we did not pursue it further.

In the spring of 2007, we had paid off enough debt and generated enough cash reserve that we
were ready to start looking for our “permanent” home. Stacy desired to establish where we would be
living before our oldest child started Kindergarten to minimize the possibility of needing to change
schools with a move. The same 2 lots were still available at that time and the sign advertising “Only 2
Lots Remain” and “1+ acre home sites” was still in place. The housing market had started to decline,
however, and what really started our search for a new home in earnest was the fact that an existing
home in Oak Park was on the market. With the declining price point of existing homes and the presence
of pre-established landscaping, as well as the proximity of said home to the community amenities, we
felt the existing home was a better fit and bargain for our family than constructing new. As such, we did
not deal with Estridge Custom Homes as we purchased and moved into the community. For the first 2
years we lived in Oak Park, however, the sign remained advertising “Only 2 Lots Remain,” and | knew the
completion of construction in Oak Park had been confirmed by the Estridge representative with whom |
had spoken the previous year. Eventually, the Johns purchased the lot on Joshua Circle, after which the
sign was taken down. | understand the City of Westfield purchased the remaining lot from Estridge
Custom Homes for the purpose of building a roundabout at 161° St and Carey Rd.

| never had a contract with Estridge Custom Homes, nor was | given any information directly
from Paul Estridge, Jr. | do feel, however, that the advertising of the sign boldly stating that only 2 home
sites remained in Oak Park, as well as being told by a representative from Estridge Custom Homes that
there were only 2 remaining home sites, did represent a commitment from Estridge Custom Homes that
there would not be further development of the neighborhood. Nowhere did the sign state, nor did the
representative offer any information that these were the final home sites of phase 2 and that there
would be a potential phase 3 in the future. The sign clearly stated that the home sites in this
neighborhood would be 1+ acres. On the map of the neighborhood of the first community directory we
received, the land proposed for rezoning is labeled “horse pasture.” Nowhere was there any mention of
plans for future development. The fact that we were moving into an established neighborhood with
(nearly) completed construction was an important factor in our decision to purchase a home in this
community. More important, however, was the uniqueness of the subdivision with large lots and
spacing between houses. The rezoning and development as proposed will eliminate both of those
features. If Estridge Custom Homes had always intended to develop the proposed land as part of the
community, then | feel the advertising that stood on Carey Road and as confirmed by a representative of



Estridge Custom Homes was blatantly false. This deception has a direct adverse impact on my decision
to purchase in Oak Park as it undermines many of the perceived qualities of what | was led to believe |
was purchasing.

| strongly feel that if approved, Pedcor and Estridge Homes’ proposed rezoning and
development will fundamentally change the character and nature of the subdivision. The large lot sizes
and spacing between the homes is the unique and defining characteristic of our subdivision and can not
be restored if this rezoning and development proceeds. The tripling to quadrupling of traffic on Oak
Park Court and Oak Park Circle that Pedcor proposes represents a direct and immediate safety risk to my
children, as there are no sidewalks in the existing construction on these roads. Despite ongoing
negotiations in good faith between our homeowner’s association and Pedcor, to date Pedcor has
refused to entertain any form of compromise to commit to a second entrance in order to decrease the
traffic its proposal will add to the existing roads. They have also refused to commit to a construction
entrance to minimize the safety risk, noise and dirt from large machinery and trucks entering the
subdivision for the next several years. Instead, they will only commit to “explore the viability” of a
construction road. | am extremely skeptical they will conclude such a road is “viable” if they have been
unable to commit to providing one in 3 months of negotiations despite knowing it is a key commitment
sought by the HOA.

There are a plethora of communities in the immediate vicinity offering what Pedcor desires to
develop in the heart of our subdivision. Our HOA has repeatedly discussed with Pedcor that we would
support their efforts to develop the land in question in character with the current neighborhood. No
rezoning is needed for them to develop the land in this manner, as it is already zoned Ag-SF1, as is the
rest of our community. Further, there is a 34 acre parcel of land for sale within % mile of the proposed
rezoning project already zoned SF2 (north side of 161% st abutting 161* and Oak roads) which would
allow Pedcor to proceed with its proposed project without any need to seek rezoning. There are several
other undeveloped tracts of land already zoned SF2 throughout Westfield. The fact that Pedcor elected
to purchase land which is not zoned for their desired project does not mean they deserve to be
rewarded with a change in the zoning to meet their desires. Communities have zoning for a reason,
and a corporation’s economic interests should not supersede the protection such zoning is meant to
offer current stakeholders in the community. Whether real or perceived, approving the rezoning and
development as Pedcor proposes will reduce my ability to enjoy the land and home | purchased for my
family, the safety of my family, fundamentally change the nature of what | was led to believe | was
purchasing when | bought my home and potentially reduce the value of my property. | respectfully
request that the commission exercise its authority and recommend the denial of the request to rezone
the land in question.

Sincerely,

Michael Miller



April 4, 2014
Dear Development Council,

First of all | would like you to know that | am in favor of intelligent forward thinking growth in the city of
Westfield. | understand the need for such growth. | believe a cooperative process of design and
integration with emphasis on preserving the predominant lifestyle and feel of the existing area can
produce amenable results for the entire community.

Members of the council | would like for you to place yourself in our small mature established
neighborhood and ask you to consider how you would react to this: A developer wants to come in and
significantly change the zoning in the very center, the heart of the Oak Park Farms community after 20
years and the developer chooses not to work with you to provide any benefit to the community.

How would this sound to you?
The developer wants to:

e Come in and tear up the center, the heart of your community for the next 3 to Syears. .

e Remove all the open space in the heart of the community. The open space and horse pasture
that has defined the original neighborhood for the past 20 years.

e Increase the density of homes in the heart of the community by over double the amount the
original zoning would allow.

e Not contribute to the overall enhancement of the community with well-placed open space, trails
or amenities...in fact utilize the existing community amenities.

e Design a plan that does in fact preserve the lifestyle, feel, views and open space behind another
part of the existing property...the builder/developer’'s home.

e The developer initially tells you they want to work with you, but in fact it appears only on their
terms.

e AND most importantly...The developer will NOT work with you on the top three and most
important items you feel are reasonable and you have clearly communicated.

It is for this reason we are not in favor of the requested re-zone and would ask the council as
representatives and in the name of good stewardship to the city and our community that you do not
vote in favor of the requested re-zone. Thank you for this consideration.

Brad and Cindy Love
15925 Oak Park Ct.

Westfield, IN






Jennifer Miller

From: Jeff Jewett <jjcws@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 05, 2014 10:34 AM
To: Jennifer Miller

Subject: Oak Park Rezoning

Dear Ms. Miller,

As a 17 year resident of Oak Park, | would like to share my thoughts with you regarding the re-zoning petition by Pedcor
to develop the horse pasture in the center of our neighborhood.

As much as | enjoy the serenity of the pasture, | also fully understand the rights of an owner to develop property and make
a profit. | am not oppose to A development, but | am opposed to this one as it has been presented to us for the following
reasons:

1) Oak Park was originally marketed as a unique development with AT LEAST one acre lots.. most much larger...
separated by white horse-style fencing. That made it different, and is a primary reason we chose to buy here. Paul
Estridge was very clear that he intended to keep this neighborhood unique in that way. | would not object to the new
development if it maintained that same unique character.

2) The proposal calls for construction traffic (i.e. heavy equipment, mud, etc...) to only use the main neighborhood
entrance. Anyone building within a new community understands and expects some construction traffic. But a resident of
an established neighborhood of nearly 20 years does not and should not expect it. This traffic will keep our roads muddy
and congested for 2-3 years as new houses are built.

| would not object to the development if the builder would create a separate construction entrance for the duration of the
development.

3) All homes is Oak Park have been built under very strict guidelines. We all understood these to be in our best interests
in protecting the integrity of our neighborhood and our home values. It seems very clear and reasonable to me that we
have every right to expect any new homes in our neighborhood to conform to these same standards, yet the builder will
not commit to that. I'm sure you understand that will have a negative impact on our home values. In essence, the builder
is asking us to sacrific $50-100K of our home values so they may build an inferior product if they choose. This is very
unfair to us.

| would not object to the development if they met the same standards as all other Oak Park homes.

In conclusion, | would strongly urge you to consider encouraging the developer to work with the neighborhood in these
important areas before approving their rezone request. We are fully united in opposition to the current proposal, but | am
certain if these 3 areas were addressed correctly, there would be significantly less objection.

Kindest Regards
Jeff Jewett
2702 Oak Park Circle.



Jennifer Miller

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Dear Ms. Miller--

Vic Isbell <visbelll@gmail.com>

Saturday, April 05, 2014 4:41 PM

Jennifer Miller

Chris Braun; Trish Braun; Dave Mueller; Mary B Mueller; Nancy Anderson; Jeff Jewett;
btuohy@dtblegal.com

Re: Pedcor Investments Petition 1402-REZ-01

Isbell Letter to Wesfield Planning Commission 04.05.14.pdf

Please see our attached response relative to the subject petition request and upcoming hearing to be held this
Monday, April 7 at 7pm. We respectfully request that this petition be REJECTED--for the reasons outlined in

the attached letter.

We appreciate you allowing us to share our concerns with you and hope you will share this letter with
additional members of the planning commission. I hope you will please feel free to contact me if you or any
members of the commission have any questions or require additional clarification.

Best Regards,

Victor (Vic) T. Isbell

Cell ph. 317-840-4460
Fax No. 317-455-6606
EM: visbelll @gmail.com




April 5, 2014
Victor T. & Rhonda M. Isbell
2728 Oak Park Circle, Westfield, IN 46074

Dear Westfield Planning Commission:
Re: Pedcor Investments Petition 1402-REZ-01

We are the original “homeowners” of lot 11 in Oak Park. Prior to moving to Westfield, we lived with our children in
Carmel for over 10 years. We had a growing family and were trying to find a home with a little more room, lots of
green space, and plenty of trees and tranquility. Unfortunately, we could not find that home in Carmel—but we
did find it in Westfield! We found Westfield appealing—it offered something different--and the town folks seemed
to really appreciate and value their lifestyle and almost park-like surroundings. This search, described above,
started in the mid-1990’'s—and we ultimately built our home in the spring of 1997 in the unique, park-like environs
of Oak Park—a fitting name for our new neighborhood--spread-out over nearly 57+ acres of country estate charm.

Unique—is the operative word to describe our neighborhood. In fact, if you take the mile drive north up Oak Road
from 1515t you will see, both to your left and right, large open green spaces, lovely tall pine trees and houses
sprinkled-in here and there. The Estridge Company posted large signs at the corner and entrances to Oak Park
with signage indicating “1-3 acre home sites”—a distinguishing characteristic of the development. Within several
years, 32 new homes sprouted within the white fence boundaries of Oak Park and only one lot remained unsold—
until it was acquired by the city for the new roundabout.

Lots sizes were/are all well within SF1 zoning with an average lot size well over 1.6 acres—and, | think most
people would agree, represent the defining and unique characteristic of Oak Park—Ilarge country lots, with little
traffic and quiet living.

Smack dab in the middle of our horseshoe-shaped development is an infill area called the “horse pasture”--about
21 acres & referenced in the re-zoning request. Back in 1996, this area was clearly identified as an area with
potential future development—uwithin Oak Park. It was owned by Estridge—it was substantially listed on the Oak
Park plat layout/development map and, Estridge employees sold us our lot with the understanding that any future
development would adhere to the building restrictions established by the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions
and Restrictions for Oak Park—dated Nov. 17, 1994 by Paul Estridge Jr., Furthermore, this is supported by
paragraph Q on page 5—“Real Estate” applied to all the real estate and only excluded lot 6 from the development
map—a lot reserved for an Estridge family member. Moreover, we felt secure knowing lot 33, also shown on the
Oak Park development map, (extending partially within the northern portion of the horse pasture--& yet to be
developed), clearly showed Oak Park Circle extending beyond the dead-end stub (as it currently exists)—into a
very clearly defined cul-de-sac. All this supports the notion that:

1. Homeowners/lot owners—made buying decisions to pursue a lot and/or home in Oak Park with a pretty
good understanding of what future development activity might look like within the area identified by the
Oak Park plat layout/development map and,

2. Development within the horse pasture (if any) would be very limited and governed by the existing
covenants and zoning to maintain the unique characteristics of the neighborhood.

We are supportive of well thought-out future development in this infill area—snuggled in the middle of Oak Park.
We simply insist Estridge/Pedcor abide by the original agreements and covenants Estridge established with
homeowners when the Estridge Companies were actively selling and promoting the Oak Park development. We
respectfully ask that you reject any petition for re-zoning that could harm our community’s unique character and/or
is contrary to our long-held covenants and agreements.

Sincerely,

Victor T. & Rhonda M. Isbell



April 6, 2014

Sent Via E-Mail

Members of the Westfield-Washington
Township Advisory Plan Commission

Ms. Jennifer Miller, AICP

City of Westfield

Economic & Community Development Department
Planning & Zoning Division

2728 East 171% Street

Westfield, IN 46074

Re: Petitioner Pedcor Investments: Petition No. 1402-REZ-01

Dear APC Members and Ms. Miller:

As an initial matter, as residents of Oak Park since July 2000, we support and
appreciate the growth that is taking place in Westfield consistent with the Westfield
Comprehensive Plan, which makes Westfield an even more attractive, viable place to
live, work and raise a family.

In Oak Park we are not opposed to the additional infill development of single
family homes consistent with the mass, character and density of the existing Oak Park
community on one (1) acre+ size lots, with one permanent point of ingress and egress
from 161 Street and one permanent point of ingress and egress from Oak Road, and
consistent with the Oak Park HOA’s Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions, as amended. We would also welcome the buyers of such newly-constructed
homes into our Oak Park HOA community.

However, as more fully explained below, the zoning petition filed by Carmel-
based developer Pedcor Investments (Petition No. 1402-REZ-01, hereinafter the
“Petition”) to infill the existing Oak Park community by significantly changing the
zoning from the AG-SFI District to the SF-2 District is not compatible in mass, scale or
density to the Oak Park residential neighborhood. The failure of Pedcor and Estridge to
address a number of threshold issues and various irregularities prevents us from
supporting this Petition. Consequently, this leaves us with no choice but to oppose the
Petition and to respectfully request that the Westfield-Washington Township Advisory
Plan Commission (“APC”) and the Common Council of the City of Westfield both reject
the Petition.



Given Oak Park’s Existing 1.6 Acre Density The Petition’s Proposed Density
of .7 Acre Is Not Compatible Infill Development

Since its founding roughly 20 years ago Oak Park’s developer, Paul Estridge,
represented to prospective buyers that Oak Park was a private luxury community that was
“adjacent to a working horse farm pasture that features 30 acres of scenic pasture.” For
ease of review, attached as Exhibit 1 is a copy of Estridge’s marketing materials for Oak
Park. (See also the cul-de-sac shown next to lot 33). Oak Park has been developed as a
residential community featuring 31 homes built on lots that average 1.6 acres, with
considerable open, green space. At no time since 1993 has any of Estridge’s marketing
materials ever reflected a residential development of any kind within the “30 acres of
scenic pasture.”

On January 15, 2014, Pedcor and Estridge held a meeting for the Oak Park
residents at Bridgewater to announce their proposed plans for the transformation of the
scenic horse pasture into a high density residential development. Their proposed SF-2
zoning seeks to change the existing lot density of 1.6 acres to only .7 acres, more than
twice the density of Oak Park, which violates the Comprehensive Plan policy of ensuring
compatible infill development. A copy of the map showing the Pedcor/Estridge proposed
SF-2 lot configuration from the January 15 meeting is attached hereto as Exhibit 2. At
that meeting a number of Oak Park residents voiced their concerns and opposition to
changing the zoning to the SF-2 District, as this would be highly incompatible to the
residents of Oak Park and their existing land use. A residential infill development
consistent with Oak Park’s existing mass, scale and density would not impair the existing
Oak Park. Unfortunately, despite several subsequent discussions and requests by Oak
Park’s counsel, Mr. Brian Tuohy, the developers have not revised the Petition.

The Expansion of Pedcor’s Proposed Oak Road Entrance Would Provide the
Necessary Second Entrance for Construction and Homeowner Traffic and
Emergency Vehicles

As you will see, as of January 15, 2014 Pedcor/Estridge were proposing to
develop an additional 30 homesites, with a new road from Oak Road providing access for
six of the homes. At that meeting, the Oak Park residents expressed concerns about and
the need for a second road into the new development. This would provide access for
construction traffic away from the existing Oak Park homes as well as provide safety and
security for emergency vehicles getting into and out of this expansion of Oak Park. For
ease of review see Exhibit 2 for Pedcor/Estridge proposed Oak Road access (“Pedcor’s
Oak Road Entrance”).

At the January 15 meeting the Oak Park residents provided Pedcor/Estridge with a
straightforward proposal to simply extend Pedcor’s Oak Road Entrance into their
proposed development, thereby providing the necessary second road for ingress and
egress out of the new development, which development is conservatively estimated to
take 4 to 6 years to complete. A copy of Oak Park’s extended Oak Road access
(“Extension of Pedcor’s Oak Road Entrance”) is attached hereto as Exhibit 3.



The Extension of Pedcor’s Oak Road Entrance would provide the necessary
second entrance to alleviate the construction traffic through the existing Oak Park during
the 4 to 6 year construction period, as well as remove the safety threat posed by heavy
construction traffic, pickup trucks, and earth moving equipment, etc. to the many children
who live in Oak Park and who walk to and from the neighborhood playground,
swimming pool, basketball and tennis courts. Unfortunately, Pedcor and Estridge have
decided to ignore the concerns of the Oak Park residents. Not only have they rejected the
Extension of Pedcor’s Oak Road Entrance they have also modified their own plans by
deleting Pedcor’s Oak Road Entrance and the development of the six lots off of Oak
Road (though it is clear that they still own this land and will later petition the City for this
expanded development).

Neither Estridge Nor Pedcor Will Repay the Oak Park HOA For Estridge’s
Improper Use Of the Oak Park HOA’s Monies to Pay His Personal Property
Taxes on the Horse Pasture and Lot 18

After the January 15 meeting, the Oak Park residents began their due diligence in
reviewing documents to evaluate the proposed development of the horse pasture. This
included spending several hours reviewing Oak Park’s tax and financial reports at the
Hamilton County Treasurer’s Office and our management company’s office. This review
resulted in uncovering some disturbing documents and facts.

It appears that the families of Oak Park, without their knowledge or consent, have
been paying Paul Estridge’s personal property taxes on the horse pasture that is the
subject of this Petition. The records clearly show that his personal tax bills were sent to
Oak Park’s management office and a check was sent from the Oak Park HOA to pay for
them. The improper foisting of Paul Estridge’s personal property taxes onto the families
of Oak Park has been going on for at least 14 years. In sum, as reflected in the
spreadsheet attached hereto as Exhibit 4, Estridge and/or Pedcor owe the Oak Park HOA
Nine Thousand Eight Hundred Seventy Six Dollars and Seventy Four Cents ($9,876.74)
in principal and interest, with the amount increasing with each passing day.

This review of records also revealed irregularities involving Lot 18, which is
located at the corner of Carey and 161%. As you know the City of Westfield purchased
that land for the roundabout on May 12, 2010, at which time it paid $4,631.86 in back
taxes and penalties. It was discovered that Paul Estridge and his company, Estridge
Custom Homes, have been using the Oak Park HOA to pay his personal property taxes on
this parcel as well, from at least 2002-2008. Thus, without the Oak Park HOA’s
knowledge or consent we have been paying Estridge’s personal property taxes on Lot 18
for Estridge Custom Homes, which totals Twelve Thousand Four Hundred Twenty Three
Dollars ($12,423) for 7 years. With the statutory prejudgment interest rate of 8% per
annum, this brings the total loss to the Oak Park HOA to Twenty One Thousand Three
Hundred Sixty Eight Dollars and Ninety Nine Cents ($21,368.99), which amount
increases with each passing day. For ease of review a copy of the spreadsheet detailing
these amounts is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.



Since discovering these financial irregularities in late January our legal counsel,
Brian Tuohy, has reported this to Pedcor and Estridge on several occasions. While they
indicated that they would look into it this matter despite the passage of more than two
months they have failed and/or refused to pay back a dime of these taxes. Unfortunately,
this does not appear to be an accident or sloppy bookkeeping. It was an improper use of
the Oak Park HOA’s funds for Estridge’s personal financial gain. (Time permitting it
would be interesting to confirm who took the tax write off for the payment of these
taxes).

The Continuing Refusal of Estridge and Pedcor To Convey the Seven Oak
Park Common Area Parcels to the Oak Park HOA Undermines the Petition
and Is Troubling

As part of this due diligence in reviewing documents on the Hamilton County
Maps website, it was discovered that the deeds to all seven (7) parcels of common area,
including the Oak Park swimming pool and recreation area, are still held in Estridge’s
personal name. A copy of the Oak Park map showing the seven parcels is attached
hereto as Exhibit 6. For these properties the Oak Park HOA paid the annual taxes,
however Estridge has improperly kept these parcels in his individual name. These should
have been turned over by the developer, Estridge, when the neighborhood was turned
over to the HOA in October 2004. (Again, it would be interesting to confirm who took
the tax deductions for the payment of these taxes). In any event, all 7 of our HOA’s
common areas continue to remain in Estridge’s name, nearly 10 years overdue.

As with the property taxes, this irregularity has been reported on several
occasions by Mr. Tuohy to Pedcor and Estridge. Despite being notified, to date neither
Pedcor nor Estridge has filed the deeds to convey these 7 parcels to the Oak Park HOA.

By contrast, when Pedcor closed on its purchase of Paul Estridge’s home, the
horse pasture and the surrounding properties on February 2, 2014, they promptly
recorded their deeds with the county recorder’s office less than two weeks later, on
February 14, 2014. It certainly would have been proper for Pedcor and Estridge to deed
over the common areas to the Oak Park HOA at the same time. But they chose not to do
SO.

Since the residents of Oak Park were informed of this proposed development in
mid-January, we have spent a considerable amount of time, energy and expense to work
cooperatively with Pedcor and Estridge to determine if a mutually acceptable
development can be achieved. In fairness to all involved in this effort, progress has been
made with Pedcor on a number of secondary development concerns and we appreciate
Pedcor’s efforts to this end. However, the HOA’s three principal concerns have not been
addressed by Pedcor. In addition, given the lack of good faith follow-through on these
fundamental threshold steps of reimbursing for past taxes and recording of deeds, it
undermines the confidence of the Oak Park HOA in both Pedcor and Estridge and
reinforces the importance of the Oak Park HOA controlling the Architectural Review
Committee that will oversee the development, use and maintenance of Oak Park. Thus,



while the Oak Park HOA has made some progress with Pedcor on various secondary
commitments for the possible expanded development of Oak Park, the failure and/or
refusal of Pedcor and Estridge to address the threshold concerns and failure to correct the

legal and financial irregularities precludes further progress until these are satisfactorily
addressed.

As such Pedcor came to Oak Park and chose to buy this land in 2014 knowing full
well that it was zoned AG-SFI and had been for at least 20 years. This is not a situation
where a developer bought land and then had the zoning changed to adversely affect its
development plans. Instead, Pedcor’s Petition runs counter to the oral and written

representations made by Estridge to many of the current residents and to the Town of
Westfield.

For these reasons, we respectfully request that you reject Pedcor’s Petition.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss any of these matters do not
hesitate to contact me. Otherwise, we appreciate your consideration of these significant
and continuing objections to the Petition.

Very Truly Yours,

Chris and Trish Braun
3029 East 161 Street
Westfield, IN 46074

Enclosures

cc: Westfield Town Council (w/encls.)



AK PARK. A private luxury community with

-amenities that include a two acre community

park with a 25 meter pool, cabana with rescrooms
and entertainment area. A children’s playground, tennis
courts and a 3/4 length basketball court are also fearured

in the communicy. Oak Park is adjacent to a working

horse farm that features 30 acres of scenic pasture.

While having a true country feel, Oak Park is five
minutes from major shopping and St. Vincent Carmel
Hospital, one mile from U.S. 31 and is in the Westfield
School Corporation. Utilities include Hamilton Western
Water, Westfield Sewer, Indiana Gas, and PSI Energy.

APPROX.

ACREAGE
8 74,800 1810
19 65,000 1000
20 79.900 1108
2 74,900 1061
SR 9 1061
23 84,900 1109
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29 94,900 0.808
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Homesize prices, availabilicy, and informarion are subject to change withous nodice.
* Alllocs require grinder pumps for sewer not included in loc price
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DIRECTIONS e

Located ac Oak Road and 161st Sweer. From U.S. 31,
go east on 161st Sereec 3/4 of a mile co Oak Road.

DEVELOPER'S REQUIREMENTS..
* Minimum home size is 3,000 square feet of living space.

* All plans must have the approval of the developer.

RESERVATION REQUIREMENTS

* A homesite can be held for seven days at your request wich a
51,000 refundable deposic.

* To hold a homesice for 30 days requires a 5% deposic.

* Ask developer for additional decails.

Call 582-2467

or more information.




Exhibit 2
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December 31, 2013

0 200" 300 400’



Exhibit 3

Oak Park

Conceptual Land Plan

Alternative L
December 31, 2013

Concept Summary
29 Estate Lots (min. size of 130" x 150°)
1 Manor Lot

Homes on lots ;zhrough 30will be
constructed at a later date.
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Exhibit 4
Taxes Paid
Year Parcel 1*
1999*** 0.00
2000 $85.15
2001 266.69
2002 223.34
2003 239.66
2004 121.58
2005 338.24
2006 187.88
2007 246.42
2008 301.68
2009 279.40
2010 292.14
2011 338.96
2012 387.06
2013 387.06
$3,695.26

Taxes Paid
Parcel 2**

0.00
$103.18
105.16
136.48
140.18
71.11
197.72
109.76
144.44
175.56
268.71
285.74
384.18
466.50
466.50

$3,055.22

Statutory Interest in
Indiana is 8%
Annual Interest
Parcel 1

0.00
$6.81
21.34
17.87
19.17

9.73
27.06
15.03
19.71
24.13
22.35
23.37
27.12
30.96
30.96

$295.62

* 9.56 Acres: Parcel No. 09 10 07 00 00 001.001
** 5.82 Acres: Parcel No. 09 10 07 00 00 001.000
***DELINQUENT, NO PAYMENT THIS YEAR
Note: County records were lost during a fire prior to 1999 so I don't have any information from 1994-1998

Annual Interest
Parcel 2

0.00
$8.25

8.41
10.92
1121

5.69
15.82

8.78
11.56
14.04
21.50
22.86
30.73
37.32
37.32

$244.42

Amount Owed to the Oak Park HOA by Paul Estridge, Jr. for Improper Payments

Total Interest Total Interest Total Principal

Parcel 1

0.00
$95.37
277.36
214.41
210.90

97.26
243.53
120.24
138.00
144.81
111.76

93.48

81.35

61.93

30.96

$1,921.36

Parcel 2

0.00
$115.56
109.37
131.02
11.21
56.89
142.36
70.25
80.89
84.27
107.48
91.44
92.20
74.64
37.32

$1,204.90

with Interest

0.00
$399.26
758.57
705.25
601.96
346.84
921.85
488.13
609.74
706.32
767.35
762.80
896.69
990.13
921.84

$9.876.74



Exhibit 5 OAK PARK HOA PAYMENTS ON LOT 18

Original Tax 8 Percent Accrual Over Principal
Year Amount Paid Interest 12 Years Plus Interest
2002 $2,052.42 $164.19 $1,970.32 $4,022.74
2003 $1,548.88 $123.91 $1,363.01 $2,911.89
2004 $1,693.50 $135.48 $1,354.80 $3,048.30
2005 $1,718.08 $137.45 $1,237.02 $2,955.10
2006 $1,721.12 $137.69 $1,101.52 $2,822.64
2007 $1,853.80 $148.30 $1,038.13 $2,891.93
2008 $1,835.40 $146.83 $880.99 $2,716.39

$12,423.20 $993.86 $8,945.79 $21,368.99

Note:

Transfer of Ownership:

June 30, 2005 -- Estridge Custom Homes transferred Lot Ownership to Paul E. Estridge Corp
May 12, 2010 -- Paul E. Estridge Corp. transferred Lot Ownership to the City of Westfield

All back taxes and current taxes from 2009 on were paid by Lawyers Title and the

City of Westfield.

I could not find records before 2002.




Exhibit 6
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Jennifer Miller

From: David Mueller <D.Mueller@InsectsLimited.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 3:38 PM

To: councilmembers@westfield.com.in.gov.; Jennifer Miller; Anne Cotham; Webmaster;
clitner@pedcor.net

Cc: trishbraun6@gmail.com; njatops@aol.com; muellers5@aol.com; visbelll@comcast.net;

btouhy@dtlegal.com; cindylove.4@gmail.com; mikeandstacym@comcast.com;
julesnb@comecast.net; jperhacs@thinksis.com; adam.hirschfeld@imglobal.com;
cbraun@psrb.com

Subject: Comments Regarding APC Docket No. 1402-REZ-01

Attachments: Westfield letter.docx

Dear Mayor Cook, Jennifer Miller, Oak Park Neighbors, Members of the Advisory Plan Commission and City Council
Members,

Mary Beth and | have a concern about the proposed Pedcor Investments Petition No. 1402-REZ-01. Attached is our letter
to be shared with our Westfield elected officials, Oak Park Neighbors, Westfield staff and the general public.

Sincerely,
David and Mary Beth Mueller
2812 Oak Park Circle, Westfield, Indiana 46074; Lot #12



Second letter from Dave and Mary Beth Mueller, April 15, 2014

Dear Mayor Cook, Ms. Jennifer Miller, Members of the Area Planning Commission and Council
Members,

As homeowners in Oak Park and citizens of Westfield, Mary Beth and | have concerns about the
proposed infill SF-2 Pedcor addition to our neighborhood.

Concern 1: We have lived in Oak Park for 18 years. We have had a stub road on Oak Park
Circle for all 18 years. | have been told by the Westfield Fire Marshal that this is an illegal road
according to Westfield road specifications. According to our Oak Park HOA minutes, this stub
was to connect a future eight lot addition to our community. We never expected a 23 lot infill
SF-2 neighborhood that looks much different than what has been there for nearly 20 years.

Over the past 18 years, this illegal stub has seen thousands of people drive down our road just to
not have a cul de sac to turn around like the one on Oak Park Road. The only way to turn around
is to pull into the Shorts’ driveway, onto the grass, or onto our drive way. After the recent tragic
crime in December in our neighborhood, we say hundreds of cars turn around in our driveways
for several weeks. So when | hear from the developer: “You should have known that there would
be more houses at the end of that road.” | guess we were told there would be 8 homes not 23
homes and why did that stub stay illegal for all this time?

Concern 2: We understand that 161 St. is scheduled to be a Primary Arterial road in the coming
years. We understand that the Westfield Thoroughfare Plan lists 161 St. as the highest rated city
road in Westfield. This would be equivalent to the present four lane 146 St. on our south border.

Mary Beth and I rode our bikes last Saturday to 146" St. and tried to cross this busy four lane
road. It was so busy that we literally could not cross the street at the center turns. After waiting
several minutes we decided to not cross the road and we turned around.

As decision makers for the City or Westfield, one of your jobs is to look into the future and plan
for the safety of our residents. Now imagine 5-7 years from now and the roundabouts on Hwy
31, South Union and Carey are finished and 161 St. becomes the shortest and fastest route east
and west through our city. The volume of traffic will be equivalent to that now on 146 St. Now
imagine you live in Oak Park with only one entrance and what it would be like to enter and exit
this community with hundreds of traffic counts moving in and out of this one exit. Now imaging
if there was a second entrance to Oak Road and the neighbors and the construction traffic had an
optitcgn to exist there rather than trying to cross 161 St. (a Primary Arterial Road like the four lane
146™ St.).

The only reason we have heard why this second entrance can’t be included in the SF-2 Rezone is
that Paul Estridge doesn’t want this road behind his home. We personally don’t think this is a
good enough reason.



We expect the land for sale just north of Oak Park and south of Oak Manor will someday be
developed. With the large gas pipeline going through the center of this land, exits and entrances
to this new neighborhood could place their exit and entrance across from Oak Park’s entrance.

When the new shopping center at South Union St. and 161% St. develops in the future, the traffic
will increase on 161* St. and people will look for back ways to avoid this busy area. This would
bring in more traffic to our community.

Mayor Cook, Advisory Plan Commission, City Council and Westfield Development Department,
for the reasons listed above and the many other concerned Oak Park neighbors, we need a second
entrance off Oak Road to share the additional residential and construction traffic in our
community. It offers an alternative exit that would allow for better fire and police protection and
safety while crossing busy four lane roads.

Very truly yours,
David and Mary Beth Mueller

2812 Oak Park Circle, Westfield, IN 46074
Muellers5@aol.com



Jennifer Miller

From: Tony Anderson <ta@trucutinc.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2014 1:55 AM
To: APC; Council Members

Subject: Oak Park

Dear Westfield APC and Council Members,

As the upcoming, albeit twice postponed, 4/21 public hearing date nears, | would like to voice my opposition to Pedcor’s
(Estridge) rezone, infill petition to SF-2 for Oak Park. As a resident of Oak Park, lot 9, since 1996, we have enjoyed living
in the community that was advertised and delivered to my wife Nancy and I.

Imagining that both APC and Council members have, undoubtedly, been besieged with data and hearsay from the
petitioner, the below, first, exhibit makes clear the presentation that many, current, Oak Park homeowners were given,
by Estridge at the time of purchase consideration. In the case of Nancy and I, much of our attraction and ultimate
decision to relocate to Oak Park coincided with the marketing points outlined.

Aside from Estridge’s promotional materials and, presumed, initial intent toward Oak Park as well as his backyard
neighbors, which now appears to be saleable in lieu self-preservation and seemingly without regard to the breaking of
promises, | have been somewhat bewildered about the recent “partnership”, if not tenant arrangement, with Carmel
based Pedcor. Pedcor, per their own marketing materials, noted in the second and last exhibit below, is primarily a
management company for commercial and multifamily properties and a developer of “select” multifamily properties, ie
apartment communities. To the extent that Oak Park represents a mere “blip” on Pedcor’s radar that includes more
than 3500 apartment units and over half a million square feet of commercial footprint, it is difficult to imagine our
neighborhood represents enough value, for a non-Westfield corporation, to deviate from their primary business
activities. In fact, regardless of what may have been presented or proposed to date, Pedcor’s own website marketing
tool displays nary a custom home or anything that represents a residential dwelling resembling existing Oak Park
community homes.

While | would prefer, along with most residents and neighbors, that Oak Park remain “as is”, with horse pasture and not
infill, | can appreciate a landowners right to develop. However, as an infill project vs an extension or additional phase,
preserving the integrity and ambiance of Oak Park is essential IF development, in the center of our neighborhood does
occur. To this extent, | request that existing AG-SFl zoning be left intact.

Sincerely
Anthony (Tony) Anderson

15941 Oak Park Ct.
Lot 9



AK PARK. A private lwoury communicy with

samenicies that include a two acre communicy

park with a 25 meter pool, cabana with restooms
and entercainment area. A children’s playground, tennis
courts and 2 3/4 length baskeball court are also fearured
in the communiry. Oak Park & adjacent to a working

horse farm that features 30 acees of scenic pasture.

While having a true counery feel, Oak Park is five
minutes from major shopping and St. Vincent Carmel
Hospiral, one mile from U.S. 31 and is in the Westfield
School Corporation. Utilities include Hamileon Westem
Warer, Wesdfield Sewer, Indiana Gas, and PSl Energy.
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DIRECTIONS e
Locared at Oak Road and 1615t Soeer. From US. 31,
go exst on E61sc Sereer 34 of 2 mide to Oak Road.

DEVELOPER'S REQUIREMENTS. .
* Minimum home sice i 3,000 square Feet of living space.

* Al plans must have dhe approval of the developer.

RESERVATION REQUIREMENTS

* A homesioe can be hebd for seven days ar your request witha
51,000 refundable deposic,

* To held a homesite for 30 days requices a 5% deposic,

* Ask developer for addirionsl dels.

(Call 582-2467

for more informarion.







Pedcor Homes' principle purpose is managing multifamily and commercial properties for the benefit of Bancorp, in addition to
select multifamily properties developed and/or acquired by Pedcor Investments, a part of the Pedcor Group of Companies
(www.pedcorcompanies.com).

Pedcor develops, constructs and manages commercial buildings and affordable and market-rate apartments throughout the
United States. The current Pedcor Homes apartment portfolio consists of 15 properties with 26 different partnerships, totaling
over 3500 units, located in IN, IL and TN. The Facilities Services Division of Pedcor Homes provides management services for
Pedcor-partnered buildings in Carmel, IN including over 500,000 square feet of retail, restaurant, office and warehouse space



