
BRVA LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
August 26, 2025, 6:00 P.M. 

Northminster Presbyterian Church 
1660 Kessler Blvd. E. Drive 

 

Present: Andrew Baldwin, Bo Boroski, Brian Gamache, Josh Mazur, Tim Oprisu, Sam 
Rogers, Daisy Winkler, Rebecca Dodge, Anthony Bellamy, Richard Michal, Jordan Dillon and 
Janine Lawton  

Guests: Evan West, James Cloud, Dave Hughey, David Kosene, Chris Chabenne, Todd 
Camesasca, Justin Kingen, Alan Hague, Joseph Calderon, Brett Rathmell, Laura Ward and 
Julie Moeller 

Bo Boroski, LUD Chairman, called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. He explained the 
objectives of the Land Use & Development Committee and the rules of presenting to the 
committee. The committee members were also introduced. He confirmed the meeting was 
being recorded. 

Bo explained that the committee received a request for an edit to the minutes of the 
previous meeting. Brett Rathmore requested that his comments during the previous 
meeting be amended. The previous minutes stated the following: 

Brett shared that there are many different forms of art, and it doesn’t necessarily 
have to be this piece of art that goes in that space. Brett noted his opinion that the 
BRVA has made bad decisions in the past and this piece of art would be another bad 
decision. 

 
For the record, the replaced language states the following: 
 

Brett shared that he thinks it’s great that the BRVA found somebody that can fund 
the art, supply the art, but there’s many different forms of art and it doesn’t have to 
be particularly this one. Further, Brett stated the BRVA has made lots of bad 
decisions before, with the trees on the main street taking away the parking. People 
are parking in the middle of the street. Brett feels like this is another bad decision 
the BRVA is going to make if they approve this sculpture. 

 

Bo asked if there was a motion to approve the minutes as corrected. Andrew made a 
motion to approve. Tim seconded. The minutes were approved, unanimously.  

Bo gave a quick update on the 6434 North College project. Beth Johnson, the new owner, 
couldn’t attend the meeting and asked that her email be read as part of the update. Beth 
said, “The demo inside the building is almost done.” She attached a picture which showed 
the building being demoed. She continued to say “We are still working on finalizing the 
plans with Pad Architecture, so we haven't filed any permits yet. The hope is that we would 
be able to get those completed and filled out by the end of the month. We have had strong 



interest in the building, but no signed leases yet. Robyn Swihart with Equivis is handling the 
leasing. She prepared the attached marketing sheet using the drafts of our  plans.”  

Bo commented that he was very appreciative of her upholding her commitment to keep the 
Land Use and Development Committee updated on the progress.  

Bo noted that there were three presentations on the agenda for the evening. 

5907 Birchwood Avenue - Drew T & Taylor M Gaynor: Justin Kingen with NDZA, Inc., 
presenting on a request for a Variance of Development Standards of the Consolidated 
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance to provide for a building addition with an eight-foot 
rear yard setback (20 feet required). Case #2025-DV2-029 – Hearing scheduled for 
September 9, 2025 

The presenter, Justin Kingen, introduced himself and distributed materials to the 
committee. Justin represents Drew and Taylor Gaynor, the homeowners. He pointed out 
that the property is located two lots north of Kessler Boulevard, so it is in the southern 
portion of the Broad Ripple neighborhood. They've owned this home since 2016. He 
indicated that on the first page of the handout you can see a street view of the front of their 
home. They want to live here long term. Their garage is just a little too small for long -term 
usage, so they're proposing that they demo the existing single-car garage and build a new 
two-car garage on the site. And because of the narrowness or the lack of depth of their 
property, they have filed a variance petition. They're not able to meet the rear yard setback. 
You have to be 20 feet off the rear property line. He pointed out that on the fifth page of the 
handout, is the site plan. The existing garage will be demoed, and the new one will go in its 
place. It's just a two-car garage, as opposed to a one-car garage. They had to file a variance 
of development standards for lack of a rear yard. They've got 47 feet in depth. They have to 
be 18 feet off the front. If you had 20 feet added to that, you'd be left with about 9 feet from 
the depth of the house. So, the house itself would not meet the standards set forth by the 
city. They actually do meet the side yard setback, which is the direction that they're going 
with this addition. They’re going to line up the front facade and the rear facade with the 
existing facade of the house. So, they filed a variance petition that would allow for the 
reduced rear yard setback. They’ll be approximately 8 feet, 4 inches off the rear property 
yard. They’re required to have 20. There was a second standard that they filed for. They 
have a shed on the north end of the property that's been there for a number of years. They 
were trying to wrap that into this variance request, but the staff was resistant on that 
portion of the request, so they’re withdrawing that at their hearing. They formally have done 
so via email. They’ve got support letters from the neighbors to the north, the neighbors to 
the south, and the neighbors to the west, across the street. They don't know of anyone 
that's against this. They feel this is a minor deviation from the code.  

Bo opened the floor to the committee for questions and feedback. Andrew asked if any 
excavating was taking place. Justin said he would imagine so, because where they're 
expanding to, you'd have to pour a new foundation. He would assume the entire footprint 
would be excavated and re-poured. Andrew asked if they had already looked into the 



utilities and other things. Justin said he had not, but the contractor might be able to answer 
that question. 

Bo asked if the letters of support were the immediate east and west neighbors? Justin 
confirmed they are from the north, south, and west (across the street).  

Daisy said she knows that Winthrop has a lot of flooding issues, so if they are increasing the 
impermeable area of this, she would recommend looking into what the runoff might be and 
consider rain barrels. Justin said they will meet the open space requirement. There’s quite a 
bit of space to the north. Daisy asked if they were removing any mature trees. Justin 
confirmed that some of the landscaping within the brick, that can be seen from the street 
view will have to come out, but no mature trees.  

Bo asked for comments from the public. There were none.  

Bo asked for a motion for 5907 Birchwood for a variance to allow for an 8-foot rear setback 
instead of the 20-foot as required. Josh made a motion to support. Rebecca seconded. 
Motion passed, unanimously. 

157 E 61st Street – Julie Moeller: Julie Moeller presenting on a request for a Variance of 
Development Standards of the Consolidated Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance to 
provide for a building addition resulting in an 11-foot rear yard setback (20 feet 
required). Case #2025-DV2-030 – Hearing scheduled for September 6, 2025 

Julie Moeller introduced herself and said she is the homeowner of the property located at 
157 E 61st Street. She asked if the committee received the documentation she sent for her 
presentation. Bo confirmed they did. She explained that she purchased this home to make 
some renovations and move into. She plans to add an addition that would turn a two-
bedroom, one bath house into a three-bedroom, two bath house which would make it a lot 
more marketable. The home needs several upgrades and is in disrepair and at the end of its 
useful life. She referred to the site plan and the original and proposed floor plans. Right 
now, there is a 20-foot set back on the rear of the property and she needs to go over nine 
feet, taking the setback down to 11 feet. She looked at other possibilities so they wouldn’t 
need the variance but none of them made good sense for the home.  The addition is 
designed to remove the rear south wall of the home, which has some unsightly and 
deteriorating features already and some retaining walls that are crumbling. It's got a deck 
that would need to be ripped off and replaced. This would be the side of the home, which 
faces the least amount of people and properties, and it doesn't face the canal or the road. 
There are no mature trees around the addition. It is just unusable yard. If they were to stay 
within the setbacks, they would have to remove some big trees that she would rather not 
tear down. She has a contractor lined up. His name is Edison Perez with EP renovations. He 
did the drawings. She indicated that she doesn’t know her neighbors yet, so she doesn’t 
have letters of support. She did add a cover letter to her legal notices that were mailed to 
the neighbors, giving them the information she was providing at the meeting. She hasn’t 
heard from any of them.  

Bo opened the presentation up to the committee for questions and comments.  



Andrew asked how long ago she had given them the notices. She said they had to be 
postmarked by August 16th, and she hasn’t heard anything from any of her neighbors. She 
added that she wished she could show views of the property. It would be an upgrade to any 
rear view of that of her neighbors. 

Bo asked her to clarify if she lives in the home now. She said she doesn’t. She lives about 10 
minutes north of the property. Bo asked about her public notice process. She explained the 
process she followed and reiterated that she provided her neighbors with details about the 
project in the cover letter and included the additional information. Bo added that the 
committee looked at several satellite photos of the property. She commented that none of 
the garage would be demoed or affected by the project.  

Josh asked what the structures are to the south in her neighbor’s yard. Julie said they have 
a lot of beds.  

Bo asked for public comments. There weren’t any. 

Bo requested a motion to support the variance that’s requested, resulting in an 11-foot rear 
yard setback instead of the 20-foot setback required. Rebecca made a motion to support. 
Tim seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 

6290 N. College Avenue – Obscure Investors LLC: Joseph Calderon with Barnes & 
Thornburg, presenting on a request to rezone .42-acre from the D-7 (FF) (TOD) district 
to the C-3 (FF) (TOD) district to provide for neighborhood commercial uses, and also on 
a request for a Variance of Development Standards of the Consolidated Zoning and 
Subdivision Ordinance to legally establish the existing surface parking lot partially 
within the College Avenue right-of-way and partially within the Canal right-of-way (not 
permitted), and to provide for 18 parking spaces (minimum one parking space for 
every 300 square feet of building area, or 27 spaces required). Case #2025-CZN-842 / 
#2025-CVR-842 – Hearing scheduled for September 11, 2025  

Joe Calderon from Barnes & Thornburg introduced himself and David Kosene, whose entity, 
Obscura Investors, is under contract to buy the CVS at the Canal and College. Presentation 
materials were shared with the committee. They have no designs on changing anything. 
This is merely a rezoning request to match what the building is, which is a retail building. 
They have asked to change from the current D-7, which is a multi-family zoning district, to 
C-3. In addition, looking at the existing parking lot, it doesn’t meet current standards. So, 
they are also asking to legally establish it so that they don’t have to get variances every time 
there’s a change in use, which is a potential trigger for variances.  In their variance petition, 
they are allowing a kind of like-for-like grandfathering for office and other retail use. If they 
put in a restaurant, they would have to get a variance. They would just like to remap the 
zoning classification to make it conforming. The store operates on a variance that dates 
back to 1964 for a retail drugstore. David provided some history of the property. It was built 
in 1964 with this variance, which is very limiting. It’s only for a retail drugstore. So, if CVS 
ever goes out, they will be left with a vacant building until they find another user. Then at 
that point they would have to come back and get it rezoned or file for a variance. They are 



trying to speed that process up by requesting a little broader zoning and an opportunity to 
back fill the space quicker and so the community doesn’t have an ugly, vacant building. 
They don’t anticipate CVS is going to leave. They have a little less than 10 years left on their 
lease. They’ve been here since 1964. A drug store can sell whatever they want to sell so it’s 
not different than a general retailer. Joe said they introduced this idea to Bo and Jordan 
before they filed. They received a list of uses that would not be in the BRVA favored uses. 
They’ve incorporated most of them but there are a couple that they chose to keep. They 
have a proposed set of use commitments in tab five of their presentation materials, of 
things that they would restrict or prohibit, including key ones like bar tavern and club 
lounge, vape shop, things of that nature. They want to keep a convenience store and 
grocery store for this particular site. 

Jordan asked about laundromat not appearing on the restricted uses list. Joe said they kept 
laundromat, business, art, or other post -secondary proprietary school and daycare center 
or nursery school. 

Joe confirmed that the hearing is on September 11th. They sent notices out on the 19th. 
They haven't heard anything.  

Joe offered to answer questions or talk about the use restrictions that they proposed.  

Bo asked the committee for their questions and comments. 

Andrew was curious about their choice to remove laundromat from the list of restricted 
uses. Joe said they talked about it, and they know there are some things that people 
associate with laundromats. David added that they are trying to give themselves as much 
freedom within reason. They’re making a big investment in buying it with the understanding 
that CVS could go out, so they push on the laundromat a bit. 

Bo said he appreciates the proactive nature of reaching out to him and Jordan and not just 
coming in on the front side when timing is more of an issue. He pointed out that they 
referenced reasons for the change in zoning would not just for them and their company, but 
for this community. He would like to add Laundromat back to this restricted list. Bo said 
that he didn’t want to speak for everybody else, and that the development that could 
happen there, if anything happens to CVS, is awesome, but to remove laundromat from the 
list of restricted uses seems like a bridge too far from his perspective.  Bo added that they 
hope that if CVS does go out, that somebody will take advantage of one of the most popular 
sections in the village, and he encouraged them to add Laundromat back on the list of 
restricted uses. He also asked for confirmation that fireworks stores are not allowed under 
the new C-3 zoning. Jordan said Josh confirmed that. Bo asked for their initial thoughts on 
two committee members pushing back on the laundromat. David said they would give that 
up. 

With the laundromat concession, there were no other questions or comments from the 
committee. 



Bo expressed his appreciation that they want to help the village improve that lot. He 
mentioned the lack of vegetation, no upgrades and the sign is burnt out. David said he 
needs to get CVS approval for the sign. Bo said they are excited about this and asked that 
they would make it look great.  

Bo asked if there were questions and comments from the public. 

Alan Hague asked who owns the property now. David responded that Real Estate 
Corporation of America, who developed it originally, owns it. 

Brett Rathmell said he doesn’t have a problem with the zoning change it’s more the 
variance, specifically for the car park as it intrudes into the canal. He said he would think 
that AES would have a problem with it, and they would want it reverted back to them and as 
a resident, he would like to see that space converted back to green space. At the moment 
the whole canal is green space except for that one little part, which is only holding five cars. 
In the future, if they do build an apartment, it would be good if they built another green 
space, a path that comes along the whole canal, trees, a walking area, not walking across 
hot pavement. He said he thinks that's what would suit that place. He added that he talked 
about lacking trees. If you're going to add trees and green space, they need to convert the 
canal back to that sort of space. He added that at the moment, it's very ugly having the car 
park intrude into the AES canal. Bo added that specific to the variance request is a 
proactive effort that it can be something besides a pharmacy in the future. That's what 
we're hearing. He doesn’t think anybody would disagree that the property could look better. 
And we've got a lot of data that that'll happen. But this is specific to the variance request 
that if, in fact, CVS were to not be involved in this lease, they are not locked in for it to only 
be a pharmacy in the future. That's what we're hearing. But your input is appreciated and 
consistent with some other input, right? Brett added that they want to see something good 
there. And he’s been taking photographs every day at different times, and the car park is 
only about 25 % full most of the time. So, the need for more cars isn't there. The five car 
spaces along the canal that intrude into the canal aren't really needed. And it'd be ideal to 
revert it back, because historically it's a mistake, like the above the canal car park that was 
taken out down further. Joe clarified that those five spaces are on property that Real Estate 
Corporation of America purchased from the water company. So, they're not encroaching on 
property that's owned by others. The variance is necessary because there are 20 spots on 
the lot. It's not enough to even meet the current code. So, even though anecdotally we go to 
parking lots, and we see sometimes it's half full, sometimes it's a third. There might be 
occasions when it's more than that. He added that ironically, he drove there this evening 
before the meeting and the three of the five canal spots were taken. So, it's random and 
what they’re just trying to convey to kind of go along with the whole idea of the rezoning, is 
that we're not asking you for a necessarily forever variance grant for the parking, but only if 
it converts to uses that are similar. So, in our variance petition, they said, and they talked to 
the city about this before they filed, if CVS becomes an art gallery, daycare, nursery school, 
medical dental office, veterinary care, personal commercial service office or retail sales, 
then we can kind of keep the same parking configuration. If we go beyond that within C-3, 
then the new rules would apply for number of spaces and all of that. They’re not trying to 



overly take advantage of the situation, just allow them to facilitate a purchase. Once they're 
in ownership, then they're more likely to be able to do some additional things. David added 
that the other thing is, the way the lease reads, the landlord doesn't have any right to 
change the configuration of the parking relative to the lease with CVS. So, they would have 
to get CVS's approval to make any changes for that, which it's unlikely that they would 
agree to do that at this point. So even if they wanted to do that today, they couldn't do it 
without CVS's approval.  

Alan Hague asked when RCA purchased the property from Citizens. David responded that 
they did it in 1994. They leased it when they built the building. That same parcel was leased 
from the water company. That's how they got the access, and they got the parking. Then in 
94, both sides said this is crazy, we're paying so much a month, just buy it. And Real Estate 
Corporation of America bought it at that point, on contract over a four or five-year period.  

Bo asked if there was a motion to support the request to rezone from D7 to C3 with the 
attached list of implemented uses plus laundromat. Andrew motioned to support the 
request. Brian seconded it. Motion passed, unanimously. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:39 pm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


