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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS                   
November 15, 2012 at 5:30 p.m.    Council Chambers - Room #115 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
MINUTES TO BE APPROVED: July 19, 2012 
     August 23, 2012 
     September 20, 2012  
       
     
PETITIONS: 
 
• V-40-12 Chris Bomba 

312 N. Washington St. 
Request: Variances from front yard building and side yard building setback 
requirements. Also requested are variances from density standards. 
Case Manager: Patrick Shay 

 
• UV-48-12 Trish Ierino 

3900 E. Stonegate Dr. 
Request: Use variance to allow an accessory apartment in a Planned Unit 
Development only allowing single-family homes. 
Case Manager: Katie Bannon 
 

• UV-49-12 Mother Hubbard’s Cupboard  
1100 W. Allen St. 
Request: Use variance to allow a social services agency in an Industrial 
General (IG) zoning district. 
Case Manager: Katie Bannon 
 

• V-51-12 Marco Plastics, Inc. 
1616 S. Huntington St. 
Request: Variances from driveway width and front yard parking setback 
requirements. 
Case Manager: Jim Roach 
 



BLOOMINGTON BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS CASE #: V-40-12 
LOCATION: 312 N. Washington Street   DATE: November 15, 2012 
 
PETITIONER:   Chris Bomba   

 3756 E. Sterling Ave, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting variances from density, side yard, and rear 
yard setback standards. 
 
SUMMARY: This 0.2 acre property is located on the east side of N. Washington 
Street, midblock between E. 7th Street and E. 8th Street. The property is zoned 
Residential Multifamily (RM) and has been developed in the past with a residential 
building along Washington St. and a small detached garage along the rear property 
line. There are two adjacent alleys located immediately to the north and to the east. 
The property is surrounded by multi-family structures to the north, south, and east and 
has a large telecommunications building located immediately to the west. This 
property is also located within the Old Northeast Downtown neighborhood. 
 
The previous owner resided in the home for many decades and the structure was 
thought to be a single family home. However, staff has inspected the home and found 
that there were several unregistered rental units within the structure with 
approximately 9 total bedrooms. The units appeared to date back several decades and 
included individual metering, kitchens, and entries. The petitioner recently purchased 
the property and is seeking an approval to allow the existing structure to be remodeled 
into three, 3 bedroom units. The petitioner has submitted a proposed floor plan to 
accomplish this remodel with minimal structure disturbance to the existing building.  
 
The structure currently has several issues due to deferred maintenance. With this 
proposal, the petitioner would repair the roof and internal leaking, repair windows, and 
bring the property into compliance with HAND standards and requirements of the 
Monroe County Building department.  
 
In addition to the proposed remodeling of the main structure, the petitioner is 
proposing to remove an existing detached garage and replace it with a larger detached 
garage structure that would include space for 5 cars and a dumpster area. The 
petitioner has agreed to fully enclose the dumpster within this structure.  
 
The petitioner is also proposing to construct a second floor, 2-bedroom unit above the 
garage structure. To construct the proposed 2-story building, the petitioner is 
requesting variances from the side and rear setback standards of 15 feet. The 
proposed structure is approximately 6 feet from the west property line and 1-foot from 
the north and south property lines. If this structure were proposed as a garage, it 
would be permitted to have a 5-foot setback to all three of these sides. It is the 
inclusion of the residential unit that increases the setback.  
 
The lot in question is permitted to have up to 1.4 DUEs due to the RM zoning allotment 
of 7 units/acre. The petitioner’s proposal includes 3 units in the existing structure and 
an additional unit in the garage unit. It is only proposed as a 2 bedroom unit, but is too 
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large to utilize the DUE density reduction. The 4 proposed DUEs calculate to 20 
units/acre.  
 
Although staff is not supportive of the additional unit above the garage, if the Board 
finds it to be appropriate, staff finds the reduced setback to the south and east 
appropriate, but recommend that the north setback be increased to 5 feet. If the Board 
does not approve the additional unit, no variance is necessary to the east. Staff would 
recommend that the setback to the south be granted to allow for 5 cars to be covered 
and would continue to recommend a 5-foot setback to the north.  
 
SITE PLAN ISSUES: 
 
Density: The 3 proposed units within the existing structure would bring the density of 
the property to 15 units an acre. This is more than the 7 units/acre that the RM zoning 
allows. The addition of the garage unit would bring the density of the property to 20 
units/acre. Due to the long history of multi-family units within this structure, staff has 
worked with the petitioner to develop a reasonable remodeling plan for the structure. 
The petitioner is not looking to expand the structure or add any bedrooms to the 
structure.  
 
Staff has also analyzed the surrounding area. The property is surrounded with larger 
multi-family structures to the north, south, and east. The two multi-family properties 
immediately to the north have densities of approximately 22 and 29 units/ac 
respectively. The Omega Manor project immediately south has a density of 
approximately 34 un/ac and the Pavilion Heights project immediately to the east has a 
density of 49 un/ac.  
 
Therefore, staff finds that the variance criteria can be met for the remodeling of the 
existing structure into an appropriate multi-family configuration. However, staff finds 
that the remodeled home will provide for appropriate use of property and does not find 
any hardship in not adding additional density over what can reasonably be placed 
within the existing structure.  
 
Parking: The existing site has space for 5 stacked parking spaces including a one car 
garage. This proposal does not require any parking and would have a maximum 
parking allotment of 9 cars for the main structure and 2 for the proposed garage unit. 
The petitioner has proposed a garage structure that would fit up to 5 cars in the same 
area as the existing garage and asphalt parking area.  
 
Sidewalk and Street Trees: There is an existing sidewalk and street trees along 
Washington St. The sidewalk must be brought into ADA compliance with this request.  
 
Stormwater/Utilities: No on-site detention is being required. The proposal will not 
increase the amount of impervious surface on the lot as the new construction is 
proposed for an area that is currently impervious. The petitioner has discussed all 
utility requirements of this project and can adequately serve the structure with public 
utilities.  
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Architecture: The petitioner has proposed a split-face block and cementitous siding 
structure for the rear of the property. A proposed rendering and computer model have 
been included in your packet showing how the proposed structure would fit into the 
context of the area. The garage would be three-sided and open to the alley to the east. 
The dumpster would also be placed in this structure. Although not shown, the 
petitioner has agreed to enclosing the trash within this structure.  
 
Environmental: There are several existing trees on the site including a large sweet 
gum at the northeast corner of the property. The petitioner is proposing to save this 
tree. If the garage structure is constructed, there will be a large limb of the tree that will 
have to be removed. Staff also recommends that fencing be placed near the dripline 
through out construction so that construction equipment and material are not placed 
on the root system of the tree.  
 
CRITERIA AND FINDINGS FOR DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS VARIANCE 
 
20.09.130 e) Standards for Granting Variances from Development Standards: A 
variance from the development standards of the Unified Development Ordinance may 
be approved only upon determination in writing that each of the following criteria is 
met: 
 

1) The approval will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and 
general welfare of the community. 

 
STAFF FINDING: The granting of the proposed variances from these standards 
will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general welfare. 
The proposed density and setbacks are consistent with those found in the 
immediately adjacent area. These findings are contingent upon the garage 
structure being revised to include a 5-foot setback from the north property line. 
  

2) The use and value of the area adjacent to the property included in the 
Development Standards Variance will not be affected in a substantially adverse 
manner. 

 
STAFF FINDING: Staff finds no negative effects from this proposal on the 
areas adjacent to the property. The redevelopment of this property will allow the 
structure to be improved and brought closer to compliance with current 
standards. The proposed changes would not increase the number of bedrooms 
in the main structure. The proposed density is also less than the structures in 
the immediate area. Staff finds that the setback to the south will not 
substantially impact the use and value of the property to the south. The other 
variances would not be necessary if the garage unit is denied. If the Board finds 
the garage unit to be appropriate, then staff finds a 5-foot setback to the north 
and east to be consistent with the accessory structure setbacks of the district 
and similar to the setbacks found in the adjacent area.  

 
3) The strict application of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance will 

result in practical difficulties in the use of the property; that the practical 
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difficulties are peculiar to the property in question; that the Development 
Standards Variance will relieve the practical difficulties. 

 
STAFF FINDING:  
Density: As previously stated, the property is surrounded with larger multi-family 
structures to the north, south, and east. The two multi-family properties 
immediately to the north have densities of approximately 22 and 29 units/ac 
respectively. The Omega Manor project immediately south has a density of 
approximately 34 un/ac and the Pavilion Heights project immediately to the east 
has a density of 49 un/ac. When combined with the long-standing history of this 
property having multi-family units and the densities of the immediately 
surrounding areas, staff finds peculiar condition and hardship in not allowing the 
proposed reuse and remodeling of the main structure in a reasonable fashion. 
However, staff does not find any hardship in limiting the increased density to the 
existing structure. Re-allocating the existing space is found to be appropriate, 
but not creating additional residential space.  
 
Setbacks: Staff finds peculiar condition in the combination of replacing an 
existing garage that has nearly 0-foot setbacks to the south and east, the 
structure functioning much as  an accessory structure rather than a primary 
structure, and the development patterns of the surrounding area.  

 
CONCLUSION: Even though the density of the proposed remodel would be 
greater than the permitted density in the area, the new owner of the structure is not 
seeking any more bedrooms than have been used in the structure for many 
decades. The remodel will allow the internal units to be inspected and brought into 
a safer condition. Staff finds reallocation of the existing space to be a reasonable 
resolution for the reuse of the structure. Returning this structure to a single family 
would prove difficult and unnecessary. Although the proposed garage structure 
would not be out of scale or character with the surrounding area, staff does not find 
the criteria to warrant further variance from density restrictions of the area. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the written findings above, staff recommends 
approval of the variance V-40-12 with the following conditions: 
 

1. The second floor and residential unit shall be removed from the garage 
structure. 

2. The sidewalk along N. Washington Street shall be brought into ADA 
compliance.  

3. No lighting is approved with this request. Any future lighting shall meet 
current UDO standards. 

4. If a detached garage structure is constructed, the dumpster must be fully 
enclosed in this structure with a closable door.  

5. If a detached garage structure is constructed, it must maintain a 5-foot 
setback from the north property line.  

6. If a detached garage structure is constructed, tree protection fencing must 
be placed near the dripline throughout construction so that construction 
equipment and material is not placed on the root system of the tree.  
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BLOOMINGTON BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS CASE #: UV-48-12 
STAFF REPORT      DATE: November 15, 2012  
Location: 3900 E. Stonegate Dr. 
 
PETITIONER:   Trish Ierino 

3900 E. Stonegate Dr., Bloomington, IN 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a use variance to allow an accessory 
apartment within a Planned Unit Development (PUD) which only allows single family 
houses. 
 
SUMMARY: The property is located on the southeast corner of S. Smith Road and E. 
Stonegate Drive and is zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD).  It was initially 
developed with a single-family house.  The petitioner is proposing to legalize an 
existing second dwelling unit on the property.  The surrounding use is single family. 
 
In 2006, the property owner applied for a building permit for an addition to the house.  
The property owner’s intent was for the building addition to serve as a dwelling unit for 
her mother and sister.  A Certificate of Zoning Compliance was issued with a condition 
that “No increase in number of dwelling units is approved.” However, that condition 
was not noticed by the property owner, and the addition has been used as an 
additional dwelling unit since 2006. 
 
The Stonegate PUD allows single family houses but does not allow duplexes.  The 
petitioner is requesting a use variance to permit a two-family dwelling and has agreed 
to a deed commitment limiting the occupancy of the second unit to family of the 
occupants of the first unit. 
 
PLAN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: The Plan Commission reviewed the use 
variance request at their November 5, 2012 meeting. The Plan Commission voted 
unanimously to forward the use variance request to the BZA with a positive 
recommendation. 
 
20.09.140 CRITERIA AND FINDINGS FOR USE VARIANCE:  
 
Pursuant to IC 36-7-4-918.4., the Board of Zoning Appeals or the Hearing Officer may 
grant a variance from use if, after a public hearing, it makes findings of fact in writing, 
that: 
 
(1) The approval will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general 

welfare of the community; and 
 

Staff Finding: Staff finds no injury to public health, safety, morals, and general 
welfare with a two-family dwelling.  The property has existed in this condition since 
2006 with no known injury. 
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(2) The use and value of the area adjacent to the property included in the variance will 
not be affected in a substantially adverse manner; and 

 
Staff Finding: Staff finds no substantial adverse impacts to the adjacent area from 
this request.  The occupancy of the second dwelling unit will be limited to family of 
the occupants of the first unit so increases in noise, traffic, and parking will be 
minimal. 
 

(3) The need for the variance arises from some condition peculiar to the property 
involved; and 

 
Staff Finding: Staff finds peculiar condition in an accessory dwelling unit occupied 
by family on a corner lot.  Smith Rd. is also designated by the Thoroughfare Plan 
as a Secondary Arterial street.  This slight increase in density is appropriate at this 
location and is compatible with existing surrounding development.  Additionally, 
peculiar condition is found in that the accessory unit will be used to care for a 
family member with disabilities. 
 

(4) The strict application of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance will 
constitute an unnecessary hardship if applied to the property for which the variance 
is sought; and 

 
Staff Finding:  Staff finds that the strict application of the UDO constitutes an 
unnecessary hardship in not allowing extended members to reside in an accessory 
dwelling unit when circumstances dictate the need to do so.  The occupancy limits 
for residential areas were created to better restrict use of the properties in a 
manner consistent with a “family”. These occupancy limits and restrictions on 
accessory units also attempt to reduce the impacts associated with a large number 
of people and a large number of unrelated adults. These regulations attempt to 
restrict single family properties to function as a single household unit. Staff finds 
that the current situation meets that intention as all of the tenants involved are 
related by blood and have requested this approval to deal with a unique family 
situation.  

 
(5) The approval does not interfere substantially with the Growth Policies Plan.  
 

Staff Finding: The GPP designates this property as “Urban Residential”.  The 
fundamental goal of these areas is to “encourage the maintenance of residential 
desirability and stability.”  Regarding infill development, the GPP states that it 
should be “consistent and compatible with preexisting developments.” Although the 
primary land use in this category is single family, multi-family housing is 
appropriate in some areas if designed to be compatible with preexisting 
developments. The Plan Commission found that the use variance will not 
substantially interfere with the goals of the GPP. 

 
CONCLUSION: Staff finds that this is an appropriate variance for an accessory 
dwelling unit to be occupied by family. 
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RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the written findings above, staff recommends 
approval of UV-48-12 with the following condition: 
 

1. A commitment shall be recorded on the deed which requires occupancy of both 
units to be limited to family only, consisting of an individual or a group of people 
all of whom are related to each other by blood, marriage, or legal adoption, and 
any other dependent children of the household 
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BLOOMINGTON BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS CASE #: UV-49-12 
STAFF REPORT      DATE: November 15, 2012  
Location: 1100 W. Allen St. 
 
PETITIONER:   Mother Hubbard’s Cupboard 

1010 S. Walnut St., Suite G, Bloomington, IN 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a use variance to allow a social services use 
within an Industrial General (IG) zoning district.   
 
SUMMARY:  The property is located on W. Allen Street near S. Patterson Drive and is 
zoned Industrial General (IG).  It has been developed with a single-story building and 
loading dock. Surrounding land uses are single family to the west, multi-family to the 
south, and industrial to the north, south, and east. 
 
The rear portion of the building is currently occupied by the property owner’s 
construction company.  There is an associated fenced outdoor storage area on the 
rear of the lot.  Mother Hubbard’s Cupboard is proposing to relocate to the front portion 
of the building and lot.  The petitioner proposes to use the site for a food pantry, 
nutrition and gardening education, and gardening. 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) does not allow social service uses within 
the IG district.  The petitioner is requesting a use variance to occupy this building and 
site.   
 
PLAN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION : The Plan Commission reviewed the use 
variance request at their November 5, 2012 meeting. The Plan Commission voted 
unanimously to forward the use variance request to the BZA with a positive 
recommendation. 
 
20.09.140 CRITERIA AND FINDINGS FOR USE VARIANCE:   
 
Pursuant to IC 36-7-4-918.4., the Board of Zoning Appeals or the Hearing Officer may 
grant a variance from use if, after a public hearing, it makes findings of fact in writing, 
that: 
 
(1) The approval will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general 

welfare of the community; and 
 

Staff Finding: Staff finds no injury to public health, safety, morals, and general 
welfare with a social services use in this location.  The petitioner will be providing a 
needed service to the community, and the property has good transportation 
connections. 
 

(2) The use and value of the area adjacent to the property included in the variance will 
not be affected in a substantially adverse manner; and 
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Staff Finding: Staff finds no substantial adverse impacts to the adjacent area from 
this request.  The area currently has a mix of industrial, single family, and multi-
family uses, and this use will not detract from the mixed character of the area. 

 
(3) The need for the variance arises from some condition peculiar to the property 

involved; and 
 

Staff Finding:  Staff finds peculiar condition in the small size of the lot.  Most new 
industrial uses require a larger lot for their operations.  The proposed social 
services use is an appropriate reuse of a currently underutilized site. 
 

(4) The strict application of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance will 
constitute an unnecessary hardship if applied to the property for which the variance 
is sought; and 

 
Staff Finding:   Staff finds that the strict application of the UDO constitutes an 
unnecessary hardship in not allowing a social services use on a small industrial lot 
located between single family and industrial uses.  Social services uses have less 
of an impact than most industrial uses, and this use is an appropriate transition to 
the single family area to the west. 

 
(5) The approval does not interfere substantially with the Growth Policies Plan.  
 

Staff Finding: The GPP designates this property as “Employment Center”.  The 
fundamental goal of these areas is to provide large-scale employment opportunities 
for the Bloomington community and the surrounding area”.  The GPP states that 
outside of downtown, “employment centers will require large tracts of land in order 
to be usefully developed.” Although the proposed use will not be a large employer, 
the site is small and would be difficult to redevelop for large scale industrial uses 
without the acquisition of several additional parcels.  The Plan Commission found 
that the use variance will not substantially interfere with the goals of the GPP. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The Bloomington 
Environmental Commission (EC) reviewed this petition and had these 
recommendations. 
 
1) The EC recommends approval of the Use Variance. 
 
2) The EC recommends the Petitioner develop a Maintenance Plan for the tree lawn 
area. 
 

Staff Comments : Staff recommends a condition that if fruit trees are planted 
within the right-of-way, a tree maintenance plan is required. 
 

CONCLUSION:  Staff finds that this is an appropriate use variance for a small site in 
the Industrial General district located next to a single family district. 
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RECOMMENDATION:  Based upon the written findings above, staff recommends 
approval of UV-49-12 with the following condition: 
 

1) If fruit trees are planted within the right-of-way, a tree maintenance plan is 
required.  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:  November 7, 2012 
 
To:  Bloomington Board of Zoning Appeals 
 
From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 
 
Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 
 
Subject: UV-49-12, Mother Hubbard’s Cupboard  
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
This memorandum contains the Environmental Commission’s (EC) thoughts regarding a Use Variance 
for a social service use within an Industrial General zoning district.   
 
The EC supports this Use Variance.   The EC is pleased with the proposed choice of food-producing 
plants in the Landscape Plan, but believes that the Petitioner should develop a Maintenance Plan for the 
tree lawn area.  It is not common practice to plant fruit trees as street trees, but in this location the city’s 
Urban Forester has approved it.  However, a commitment should be made to keep fallen fruit cleared 
from the sidewalk and to ensure that the lower branches are trimmed up for the safety of pedestrians 
and the line of sight.   
 
The Bloomington Municipal Code (BMC) 12.24.040; Public safety and required clearances, requires 
that:  “Flora planted on public property or in the public rights-of-way and trees subject to these 
provisions shall be sited as not to impede traffic visibility line of sight, at distances from street 
intersections as regulated by the city of Bloomington Unified Development Ordinance and 
recommended in the "City of Bloomington Tree Work Manual."  
 
And, “Every owner shall remove or have removed all dead, diseased, or dangerous trees or flora, or 
broken or decayed limbs which overhang or may fall upon public property and which constitute a 
hazard to public safety. In addition, every owner shall properly prune or have properly pruned the 
branches of such tree(s) or flora so that the branches shall not obstruct any traffic control signs or 
devices, the view of any street intersection, or light from any street lamp. There shall be a clearance 
standard space of fifteen feet above any highway or street surface and eight feet above any 
sidewalk surface to the bottom of the tree canopy.”  
 
EC Recommendations: 
 
1)  The EC recommends approval of the Use Variance. 
 
2)  The EC recommends the Petitioner develop a Maintenance Plan for the tree lawn area. 
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BLOOMINGTON BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS CASE #: V-51-12 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: November 15, 2012 
LOCATION: 1616 S. Huntington Drive  
 
PETITIONER:  Marco Plastic Inc. 

1616 S. Huntington Drive, Bloomington  
 

CONCULTANT: Bynum Fanyo & Associates 
   528 N. Walnut Street, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting variances from driveway width and front parking 
setbacks standards.  
 
 Required Existing Proposed 
Front parking setback 50 feet from centerline 39 feet from centerline 39 feet from centerline 
Max. driveway width 24 feet 36 feet 36 feet 
 
 
REPORT SUMMARY: The subject lot is located on the west side of S. Huntington Drive, 
between E. Thornton Drive and E. Miller Drive and is zoned Industrial General (IG).  It is 
surrounded to the north and west by the former Midland Cut Stone limestone mill and to the 
east and south by single family homes. The property has been developed with a single 
story plastic injection manufacturing company. The Board of Zoning Appeals approved a 
rear and side yard setback variance for this use in 1992 (V-31-92).  
 
The petitioner proposes to construct a 1,910 square foot addition onto the south side of the 
building over an area that is currently parking lot. This addition requires compliance with 
several parts of the UDO. The submitted site plan complies with all UDO standards except 
drive width and front parking setback standards.  
 
The petitioner proposes to maintain the existing parking space near the front of the building 
and convert it into a handicap accessible space. This allows the space to have easy access 
to the main office entrance. This space however is partially within the front parking setback 
of 50 feet from the centerline of Huntington Dr. A variance is requested to allow this space 
to remain.  
 
The petitioner proposes to maintain the existing 36 foot wide drive cut onto Huntington Dr. 
This is necessary to allow the large trucks that the business utilizes to be able to make the 
turn from the street into the lot. A truck turning analysis is included in the packet. However, 
the UDO requires that this driveway be reduced from 36 feet down to 24 feet in width. The 
petitioner is requesting a variance to allow the driveway to maintain its current width. 
 
The Planning Department has heard comments from one adjoining property owner. The 
single family homeowner to the south of the property objects to the proposed landscaping 
on the south side of the drive and parking lot between the home and the business. This 
homeowner made similar objections in 1992. Staff notes that this landscaping is required to 
bring the site into compliance with parking lot and buffer yard landscaping requirements.  
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CRITERIA AND FINDINGS 
 
20.09.130 (e) Standards for Granting Variances from Development Standards: 
A variance from the development standards of the Unified Development Ordinance may 
be approved only upon determination in writing that each of the following criteria is met: 
 
1. The approval will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general 

welfare of the community. 
 

Staff’s Finding: Staff finds no injury to the general welfare. These variance will allow 
the continuation of two existing conditions that have existed on the lot for many years 
with no known injury.  
 

2. The use and value of the area adjacent to the property included in the variance will not 
be affected in a substantially adverse manner. 

 
Staff’s Finding: Staff finds the use and value of the area adjacent to the property will 
not be negatively impacted. The petition will facilitate a building addition that requires 
increased landscaping and sidewalk construction which will only enhance the use and 
value of the adjacent properties. 
 

3. The strict application of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance will result in 
practical difficulties in the use of the property; that the practical difficulties are peculiar to 
the property in question; that the variance will relieve practical difficulties. 

 
Staff’s Finding:  Staff finds peculiar conditions for the variance in the existing parking 
setback and driveway. The two existing parking spaces within the parking setback will 
be converted into a single handicap accessible parking space. This allows for easier 
access for handicap employees and visitors. Peculiar condition for the driveway width 
variance is found in the narrow width of Huntington Dr. and the size of trucks needed for 
this permitted industrial use. Practical difficulty is found in that if denied, this variance 
will require that the accessible parking space be located further from the office door, 
thereby creating a greater barrier to those that use the space. Practical difficulty is also 
found in the existing truck usage. If the petitioner is required to narrow the drive, they 
would not be able to access the property with the trucks they currently use.  
 

RECOMMENDATION: Based on the written findings, staff recommends approval of the 
variance. 
 

1. All gravel areas must be paved. Gravel within parking setback must be removed 
and returned to grass. 

2. A lighting plan must be submitted that complies with UDO requirements.  
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