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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 
PLAN COMMISSION AGENDA 
March 4, 2013 @ 5:30 p.m.     City Hall Council Chambers, #115 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
MINUTES TO BE APPROVED: Feb. 4, 2012 
 
REPORTS, RESOLUTIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS: 

1. Amendments to Plan Commission Rules and Procedures 
 
PETITIONS CONTINUED to April 4, 2013 meeting: 
SP-05-13 Midwest Hospitality Group (Cambria Suites) 
 2038 N. Walnut St. 
 Site plan approval to allow a 10 5-room hotel on a 2.1 acre site.  
 (Case Manager: Jim Roach) 
 
SP-01-13 John Halluska 
 117 E. 6th St. 
 Site plan approval to add a 2nd story to an existing office.  (Case Manager: Eric Greulich) 
 
APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA: 
 
UV-10-13 Costley & Company 
 1708 Fee Lane 
 Plan Commission recommendation to the Board of Zoning Appeals to allow an 
 additional bedroom to be created within a lawful non-conforming single family home 
 within the Institutional (IN) zoning district. (Case Manager: Patrick Shay) 
 
 
PETITIONS: 
 
SP-06-13 Renaissance Rentals (Summerhouse Inn) 
 4501 E. 3rd St. 
 Site plan approval to allow a mixed-use project of 78 hotel units and 152 residential 
 units (Case Manager: Katie Bannon) 
 
UV-08-13 Atlantis Properties 
 2221 & 2231 N. Martha St. 
 Plan Commission recommendation to the Board of Zoning Appeals for a Use 
 Variance to allow the property located at 2231 Martha St. to permit a multi-family 
 occupancy of 5 adults. In exchange the vacant lot located at 2221 Martha St. will be 
 deed restricted as unbuildable. (Case Manager: Tom Micuda) 
 
UV-09-13 Atlantis Properties 
 411 E. SR 45/46 Bypass and 2207 N. Dunn 
 Plan Commission recommendation to the Board of Zoning Appeals for a Use 
 Variance to allow the property located at 411 E. SR 45/46 Bypass to permit a multi-
 family occupancy of 5 people. In exchange, the vacant lot located at 2207 N. Dunn St. 
 will be deed restricted as unbuildable. (Case Manager: Tom Micuda) 
 
PUD-11-13 BW Properties 
 1499 W. 2nd St. 
 Final plan approval for a new 3,800 light industrial building. (Case Manager: Eric Greulich) 
 
 
End of Agenda 
 
**Next Plan Commission hearing scheduled for April 8, 2013
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON  
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

DATE:  February 27, 2013 
TO:   Members of the Plan Commission 
FROM:  Tom Micuda, Planning Director 
SUBJECT:    Proposed Fee Revisions 
 
At the last Plan Commission meeting, Commissioners voted to adopt all of Planning 
staff’s proposed revisions to its Rules and Procedures, with the exception of fees.  
Specifically, the Commission requested that staff do the following: 
 

1. Report back concerning whether there are any objections to the proposed fee 
revisions. 

2. Put together a fee schedule showing the proposed fees in comparison to existing 
fees. 

3. Provide more examples of communities with other fee structures. 
 
Response to #1: To date, no objections have been raised concerning the proposed 
building permit plan review fee outlined in the memo below.  The proposed change in 
fee was conveyed to the Monroe County Building Association and the Monroe County 
Building Department.  As for the proposed public hearing fees and miscellaneous fees, 
information was conveyed to our local engineering consultants who handle most of the 
petitioning that occurs for developers.  No objections were raised. 
 
Response to #2: Please see the side by side comparisons of public hearing fees 
attached to this memo.  Examples of impacts are provided in the information below. 
 
Response to #3: Some examples have been provided in this memo. 
 
Summary of Proposal: The City’s fee for review of County Building permits that fall 
within the City’s planning jurisdiction has not been adjusted since the initial fee of $.06 
per square foot was set with the first City/County Interlocal Agreement in 1997.  In that 
year, both the City and County charged the same fee amount.  Since that time, the 
County has increased its plan review fee multiple times to reach the current fee of $0.14 
per square foot.  This proposed Rules change assesses the same fee.  In the future, the 
City’s fee will be adjusted at the same pace as the County’s.  For now, the goal is to 
catch up after 16 years.  Fee revenues are not used by the Planning Department, but 
placed in the City’s General Fund. 
 
Also included are adjustments to the filing fees charged for rezoning petitions, PUDs 
and PUD amendments, subdivision plats, site plans and PUD final plans, conditional 
uses, use variances, and variances from development standards.  These fees have not 
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been changed for over two decades, so the scope of the fee changes needed to be 
substantial.  Once again, the fees collected for development petitions are not used by 
the department, rather they are deposited in the City’s General Fund.  In addition to 
these public hearing fees, the Planning Department proposes to develop fees for other 
services performed on a regular basis for customers.  These services are commonly 
reimbursed via fees in other communities.  These fees cover: 
 

1. Right-of-Way Vacations 
2. Letters of Zoning Verification 
3. Lot Line Adjustments 
4. Inspections for Certificates of Occupancy 

 
Fee Impacts: As for the specifics of the fee changes, here are some examples of 
recent petitions to show the impact of the proposed changes to Plan Commission fees: 
 

1. Patterson Park PUD 
 Current Fee - $398.00  
 New Fee - $1,849.00 ($1000 base fee + $100 x 8.49 acres) 

 
2. B-Line Station PUD Amendment (Matt Press project at Morton and Dodds) 

 Current Fee - $259.50 
 New Fee - $585.50 

 
3. Chick-Fil-A Final Plan (site plan) 

 Current Fee - $170.55 
 New Fee - $940.00 

 
4. Bloomingfoods Subdivision (preliminary plat for 6 lots) 

 Current Fee - $159 
 New Fee - $450 

 
Comparison of Public Hearing Fees to Monroe County Planning Commission 
Fees: In order to assess the reasonableness of the proposed fee changes, staff 
reviewed fee structures from other planning jurisdictions in the State.  Enclosed are 
some comparisons of related fees administered by the Monroe County Plan 
Commission. 
 

1. PUD requests 
 Proposed City fee - $1000 + $100/acre 
 County fee - $1000 + $25/acre 

 
2. PUD amendments  

 Proposed City fee - $500 + $50/acre 
 County fee - $750 + $25/acre 

 
3. Site Plans (new construction - non-residential/mixed use) 

 Proposed City fee - $400 + $0.10/square foot 
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 County fee - $750 + $0.10/square foot over 3,000 square foot 
 

4. Preliminary Plats 
 Proposed City fee - $300 + $25 per lot 
 County fee - $750 + $25 per lot 

 
5. Use Variances  

 Proposed City fee - $500 
 County fee - $400 

 
6. Conditional Uses 

 Proposed City fee - $250 
 County fee - $400 

 
7. Development Standards Variances 

 Proposed City fee – single family - $100; Other - $500 
 County fee – Residential - $200 + $50 for each added variance; Non-residential - 

$400 + $50 for each added variance 
 

8. Right-of-Way Vacations 
 Proposed City fee - $500 
 No applicable fee administered by County 

 
9. Letters of Zoning Verification 

 Proposed City fee - $100 
 County fee - $25 

 
10. Lot Line Adjustments (Administrative Subdivisions) 

 Proposed City fee - $100 
 County fee - $100 + $10 per lot 

 
11. Certificate of Occupancy Inspections 

 Proposed City fee - $100 
 County fee - $125 (through the Building Department) 

 
Comparison of Building Permit Plan Review Fee and Other Jurisdictions: Included 
in the memo are building permit fees for single family homes from the following 
jurisdictions.  Please note that the City/County permit fees combined would cost 
$560.00 for a 2,000 square foot new house.  Currently, the City’s lower fee would result 
in a $400 fee. 
 

1. Ellettsville - $25.00 + $0.05 per square foot ($125.00)  
2. Noblesville - $450.00 + $0.11 per square foot ($670.00) 
3. Carmel - $441.50 + $0.11 per square foot + a Certificate of Occupancy fee 

($722.50) 
4. Westfield - $400 + $0.08 per square foot ($560.00) 
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Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Commission adopt these fee revisions 
per the attached schedule. 
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PUBLIC HEARING FEES CURRENT FEES PROPOSED FEES
REZONE
Single-family to Multi-family $200+$2.00/dwelling unit Rezone to Single Family - $250 + $25/acre
Residential to Commercial & Commercial to Less 
Restrictive Commercial $200+$35.00/acre Rezone to Non-Single Family - $500 + $50/acre
All Other Residential $100+$2.00/dwelling unit Rezone to Planned Unit Development - $1000 + $100/acre
All Other Non-residential, including Industrial $100+$10.00/acre
PUD Amendment Same as rezone $500 + $50/acre
PLATS

Preliminary
$150+$1.50/dwelling unit 
or lot $300 + $25/lot

Final
$75+$1.00/dwelling unit
or lot $300 + $25/lot

Preliminary & Final
$225+$2.50/dwelling unit
or lot $300 + $50/lot

SITE PLAN/FINAL PLAN
Residential $150+$1.50/dwelling unit Remodels - $200
Non-residential $150+$15.00/acre Residential Addition - $200 + $25/dwelling unit

Residential New Construction - $400 + $25/dwelling unit
Non-Residential/Mixed Use Addition - $200 + $0.10/s.f.
Non-Residential/Mixed Use New Construction - $400 + 
$0.10/s.f.

USE VARIANCE
Same fee schedule as the
Plan Commission Rezone $500 

OTHER VARIANCES

Single-family Residential
$50+$25.00/ea. Additional
standard Single-Family - $100

Multi-family Residential & Non-residential
$200+$50.00/ea. Additional
standard Multifamily and Non-Residential - $500

CONDITIONAL USE $100.00 Home Occupation - $100
Other - $250

OTHER FEES
Right-of-Way Vacations None $500 
Letters of Zoning Verification None $100 
Lot-Line Adjustments None $100 
Certificate of Occupancy Inspections None $100 
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: SP-06-13 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: March 4, 2013 
Location: 4501 E. 3rd Street 
 
PETITIONER:  Renaissance Rentals   
   1300 N. Walnut St., Bloomington IN 47404    

 
CONSULTANT: Smith Neubecker & Assoc., Inc. 
   435 S. Clarizz Blvd., Bloomington, IN 47401 
   
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting site plan approval to construct a mixed-use project 
consisting of 76 motel units and 152 residential apartment units among 11 buildings. All 
residential apartment units are one-bedroom. 
 
Area:     6.23 Acres 
Zoning:    Commercial Arterial (CA) 
GPP Designation:   Community Activity Center 
Existing Land Use:  Motel    
Proposed Land Use:  Motel, Multi-family 
Surrounding Uses:  East: Indoor Amusements, Veterinarian Clinic, Office 
 South: Restaurant and Vacant 

West: Convenience Store with Gas Station, Multi-family 
North: Multi-family 

 
REPORT SUMMARY: This 6.23 acre property is located at the northwest corner of E. 3rd 
Street and Morningside Drive and has been developed with four motel buildings, a lobby 
building, and an outdoor pool.  The property is zoned Commercial Arterial (CA). 
Surrounding land uses include indoor amusement, veterinarian clinic, and office to the 
east, a restaurant and vacant land to the south, multifamily to the north, and convenience 
store with gas station and multi-family to the west. 
 
The petitioner is proposing to remove all of the existing motel buildings except for the lobby 
building and construct 11 three-story mixed-use buildings. The first floors will consist of 76 
total motel units.  The second and third floors will consist of 152 one-bedroom apartments, 
which could be used as motel units during the summer months.  A total of 186 surface 
parking spaces are proposed on the site.  In addition, 25 parallel parking spaces are 
proposed on Morningside Drive.  A new 5’ wide concrete sidewalk and tree plots will be 
installed along 3rd St. and Morningside Dr. as required.  A compliant landscape plan will be 
installed.  A new outdoor pool is also being proposed. 
 
This site plan requires Plan Commission approval because more than 100 multi-family 
units are proposed, and the motel portion of the building is larger than 25,000 square feet. 
This project will also require development standards variances for architectural standards. 
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SITE PLAN REVIEW: 
 
Access: The existing drive cut onto E. 3rd St is proposed to remain as is.  Two new 
compliant drive cuts are proposed on Morningside Dr. 
 
Architecture: Elevations for the proposed buildings have been submitted and are included 
in the packet. The buildings will be approximately 44’ tall and have sloped metal roofs. The 
façades will be finished with a mix of stone veneer and vinyl shake and lap siding.  The 
trellises will be wood.  Variances are required for the Arterial Architectural Standards.  
These standards were written for non-residential buildings, and the majority of these 
standards are met with the proposal.  Therefore, staff believes these variances are 
justified. 
 
Automobile Parking: A maximum of 228 parking spaces is allowed.  The maximum 
number allowed is based on 1 space per bedroom for the multi-family apartment units 
and 1 space per lodging unit for the motel units.  There is no minimum parking 
requirement for this proposal.  A total of 186 surface parking spaces are proposed on 
the site.  The petitioner has also proposed to formalize approximately 25 parallel 
parking spaces on Morningside Drive.  The parallel parking spaces on Morningside 
Drive will narrow the street width, slowing automobile traffic and improving the safety of 
bicyclists and pedestrians along this designated bicycle route. 
 
Bicycle Parking: A total of 30 bicycle parking spaces are required and 60 spaces have 
been shown. The spaces are well distributed throughout the site.  At least 17 of these 
spaces are required to be covered Class II spaces.  At least 7 are required to be long-term 
covered Class I spaces. 
 
Landscaping: The property has a few large trees in the interior of the site which are being 
preserved.  Although close, there are still a few minor changes needed to the landscape 
plan.  Staff finds that a compliant plan is feasible and will be required prior to the issuance 
of a building permit. 
 
Pedestrian Facilities: Five foot wide sidewalks and tree plots will be installed on E. 3rd St. 
or Morningside Dr. with this proposal.  The site plan includes all required internal 
pedestrian paths. 
 
Stormwater Detention: Four bioretention basins are proposed to meet stormwater quality 
and detention requirements. 
 
Transit: The site is served by Bloomington Transit Routes 3 (limited service) and 8.  
Routes 6 and 3 are also within walking distance.  Bloomington Transit stated that a transit 
facility is not needed at this location. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION MEMO:  
 

1. The Petitioner shall continue working with staff on a compliant Landscape 
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Plan, and shall not be given any permits to begin work until the plan is 
approved. 

 
Staff Response: Staff recommends a condition that a compliant landscape 
plan be submitted prior to permit issuance.  
 

2. The Petitioner should create an environmentally sustainable and Complete 
Street aesthetic at this important location with increased landscaping and 
other visual and ecological enhancements. 

 
Staff Response: The petitioner will be installing sidewalks and tree plots on 
both E. 3rd St. and Morningside Dr.  Additionally, the petitioner is proposing 
on-street parallel parking on Morningside, which will narrow the street width, 
slowing automobile traffic and improving the safety of bicyclists along this 
designated bicycle route. 

 
3. The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create 

a high performance, low carbon-footprint structure. 
 

Staff Response: Although not required, staff encourages the petitioner to 
incorporate as many green building practices as possible. 
 

4. The Petitioner should provide space for recyclable materials to be stored for 
collection, and a recycling contractor to pick it up. 
 
Staff Response: Although not required, staff encourages the petitioner to 
provide on-site recycling for residents and motel guests. 

 
DEVELOPER TRACK RECORD: Renaissance Rentals manages and has developed 
several multi-family projects within Bloomington with a favorable track record.  Projects 
include: 
 

1. Scholar’s Rock 
2. Scholar’s Quad 
3. Covenanter Hill 
4. MeadowCreek 
5. Huntington Gardens 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the site plan with the following 
conditions: 

 
1. This approval is contingent upon the granting of variances from Arterial Architecture 

Standards by the Board of Zoning Appeals or Hearing Officer. 
2. A compliant landscape plan must be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a 

building permit. 
3. A photometric plan must be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a building 
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permit. 
4. At least 17 covered Class II bicycle parking spaces and at least 7 long-term covered 

Class I bicycle parking spaces shall be shown on plans prior to issuance of a 
building permit. 

5. Width of the southernmost lane on Morningside must be reduced to 10’ prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:  February 21, 2013 
 
To:  Bloomington Plan Commission 
 
From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 
 
Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 
 
Subject: SP-06-13,  Summerhouse Inn 
  4501 E. Third Street  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
This memorandum contains the Environmental Commission’s (EC) input and recommendations 
regarding the request of a Site Plan approval for a mixed-use project of 76 motel units and 152 
residential units, located on 6.23 acres zoned Commercial Arterial.  The site is currently a 4-
building, 96-unit motel that will be razed except a separate lobby building.  The proposal is for 
11 newly-constructed 3-story buildings.  The first floor of these structures would be used for a 
full-time motel, while the second and third stories would be for 1-bedroom apartments that could 
be available for use as motel rooms during the summer months.   
 
ISSUES OF CODE COMPLIENCE:     
 
1.)  LANDSCAPE PLAN: 
The Petitioner has been working with staff on the Landscape Plan and has made some 
modifications already.   However, as of the final revision deadline, a sufficient Landscape Plan 
has not been submitted.  The EC recommends that the Landscape Plan be modified to the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) standards. 
 
ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN: 
 
2.)  GATEWAY CHARACTER: 
The EC notes that this area is an excellent candidate for a “Complete Streets” approach 
(http://www.completestreets.org/) to enhance its navigability for all users – pedestrians, 
bicyclists, handicapped people, and others.  While the EC recognizes that the developer is not 
responsible for the street way itself, we encourage the developer to promote a vision for the site 
that complements and anticipates the complete streets concept.  The proposed development is on 
a major route into Bloomington, and the EC believes that the proposed site plan represents an 
opportunity to welcome travelers into our city with a special sense of place and our city’s unique 
character.    
 
3.)  GREEN BUILDING & SITE DESIGN: 
Green building and environmental stewardship are of upmost importance to the people of 
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Bloomington and sustainable features are consistent with the spirit of the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO).  Additionally, they are supported by Bloomington’s overall commitment to 
sustainability and its green building initiative (http://Bloomington.in.gov/greenbuild).  
Sustainable building practices are explicitly called for by the Mayors’ Climate Protection 
Agreement signed by Mayor Kruzan; by City Council Resolution 06-05 supporting the Kyoto 
Protocol and reduction of our community’s greenhouse gas emissions; by City Council 
Resolution 06-07, which recognizes and calls for planning for peak oil; and by a report from the 
Bloomington Peak Oil Task Force, Redefining Prosperity: Energy Descent and Community 
Resilience Report. 
 
Some general recommendations the EC offers for this site include energy-saving lighting and 
appliances; solar systems (e.g. solar photovoltaic cell and solar hot water systems); recycled 
products, such as counter tops and carpets; and high-efficiency insolation and windows.   
 
Some specific recommendations for this site include:  
 
~ collecting all possible unused scraps from the construction and demolition activities for reuse 
or recycling .  This material could be sold to local salvage businesses, given to a resale store for 
future re-use, or recycled; 
~ installing charging stations for electric vehicles for some of the parking spaces; and 
~ using reflective roofing material. 
 
4.)  RECYCLING: 
The EC recommends that space should be allocated for recyclable-materials collection, which 
will reduce the development’s carbon footprint and promote healthy indoor and outdoor 
environments.  Lack of recycling services is the number one complaint that the EC receives from 
apartment dwellers in Bloomington.  Recycling has become an important norm that has many 
benefits in energy and resource conservation.  Recycling is thus an important contributor to 
Bloomington’s environmental quality and sustainability and it will also increase the 
attractiveness of the apartments to prospective tenants and short-term motel customers. 
 
 
EC RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1.)  The Petitioner shall continue working with staff on a compliant Landscape Plan, and shall 
not be given any permits to begin work until the plan is approved.  
 
2.)  The Petitioner should create an environmentally sustainable and Complete Street aesthetic at 
this important location with increased landscaping and other visual and ecological enhancements. 
  
3.)  The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create a high 
performance, low carbon-footprint structure. 
 
4.)  The Petitioner should provide space for recyclable materials to be stored for collection, and a 
recycling contractor to pick it up.  
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: UV-10-13 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: March 4, 2013 
Location: 1708 Fee Lane 
 
PETITIONER: Val & Lynn Nolan 
   5751 Mahalia Way, Bloomington 
CONSULTANT: Costley & Co (Julie Costley) 
   487 S. Clarizz Blvd, Bloomington    
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a use variance to allow an expansion of a lawful 
non-conforming single family home within the Institutional (IN) zoning district.  
 
SITE DESCRIPTION: This 2 acre property is located on the east side of Fee Lane 
approximately 400 feet from its intersection with N. Jordan Avenue. This property is 
zoned Institutional (IN) and is surrounded on all sides by properties owned by Indiana 
University. The existing structure was built in approximately 1930 and has been used as 
a single family home since that time. Furthermore, the home was owner-occupied until it 
was initially rented in 2003. Although there is an attic area that may have been utilized 
at different times in the past as a bedroom, the rental application and rental permit for 
this structure indicated 3 bedrooms.  
 
Upon a recent inspection by the Housing and Neighborhood Development Department 
(HAND), the attic area was being used a 4th bedroom. Since single family uses are not a 
permitted use within the IN zoning district, a use variance approval must be granted 
prior to the addition of any bedrooms to the structure. This request would not result in 
any modifications to the structure. It would legitimize the use of an attic area as a 
bedroom, which in all likelihood had previously been used in that manner.  
 
GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The GPP designates this property as Public/Semi-
Public/Institutional. This designation is intended for compatible government, non-profit 
and social service land use activities. The use of this property is not for a public or semi-
public user. However, the residential structure is existing in nature and is not proposed 
to be modified in any way with this petition. The structure has been at this location for 
approximately more than 80 years. Furthermore, this petition will not make it 
substantially more difficult to redevelop this property in the future as an institutional use.  
 
CONCLUSIONS: Staff finds that the proposed bedroom will not substantially interfere 
with the Growth Policies Plan (GPP). This is the only privately owned property in the 
immediate area. The impacts of a single bedroom on a two acre site will not significantly 
impact the potential of this property to be redeveloped in the future as an institutional 
use.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff finds that this use variance will not substantially interfere 
with the Growth Policies Plan.  Based upon the written report, staff recommends 
forwarding UV-10-13 to the Board of Zoning Appeals with a positive recommendation.   
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: PUD-11-13 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: March 4, 2013 
LOCATION: 1499 W. 2nd Street 
 
PETITIONER:  BW Properties 

1499 W. 2nd Street., Bloomington 
 
COUNSEL:   Kirkwood Design Studio. 

113 E. 6th Street., Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting site plan approval to allow a new 3,800 sq. ft. 
light industrial building. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     1.17 acres 
Current Zoning:   PUD 
GPP Designation:  Community Activity Center 
Existing Land Use:  Industrial/Office 
Proposed Land Use:  Light Industrial 
Surrounding Uses: North  – Residential/Office  

West   – Office 
East  – Contractor’s office 
South – Single family residential 

   
REPORT SUMMARY: This PUD, originally known as the Timothy Crum PUD, was 
approved in 1983 by Plan Commission under case #PUD-25-83 for light industrial/office 
uses. Since that time, a site plan was approved in 1992 (PUD-61-92) for an office 
building and parking area. A second site plan approval was later given in 1994 to allow 
for a storage area (PUD-11-94) to be constructed that was associated with a heating 
and plumbing business on the site. The heating and plumbing business has left the 
property and removed the storage yard. The current building is being used as offices for 
a music company as well as for storage and packaging.  
 
The petitioner is requesting site plan approval in order to build a new 3,800 sq. ft. 
building in the area that was previously used for outdoor storage. The new building will 
be used for packaging, distribution, and storage needs. The building will face north 
toward 2nd Street and have a large delivery door on the north side for access to the 
interior of the building. The façade will be finished with a mix of vertical, standing seam 
metal and split-face block. There will also be several windows located along the upper 
tier of the north and south sides of the building for natural lighting. New landscaping will 
be installed throughout the interior of the site. A rain garden will be installed to provide 
water quality improvements and for stormwater detention requirements. A sidewalk was 
installed along 2nd Street with the original approval and is in good condition.  
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The original PUD site plan approval for the building and parking area approved a 
reduction from the Code required 30-foot PUD buffer yard requirement to only require a 
25’ buffer. The buffer yard was required to be planted with pine trees every 10’ and a 6’ 
tall privacy fence was also required. That same reduced buffer distance was approved 
with the storage area in 1994. The petitioner is also requesting to utilize the 25’ setback 
requirement for the proposed new building. 
 
SITE PLAN ISSUES: 
 
Parking: With this proposal, the petitioner is not proposing to add any new parking 
areas to the property. There is no minimum parking requirement for this use. There is 
an existing asphalt driveway that is located along the front of the proposed building that 
is needed for access and turning movements for delivery trucks to this building as well 
as to the adjacent building to the east. No vehicular parking is approved within this front 
parking area. Vehicular parking is provided along the existing office building to the east. 
Staff has also noted that portions of the parking area for the existing office building has 
encroached into the required 25’ setback to the south property line. This encroachment 
must be removed and the required buffer yard landscaping must be re-established.  
 
Architecture: The proposed building would be subject to the Architectural Standards of 
the UDO. The building is proposed to be finished with standing seam vertical metal 
siding. Although not listed as a permitted siding, Staff finds the proposed material to be 
consistent with the intent of the PUD to be semi-industrial in nature. For exterior 
architectural features and design, the UDO states that: 
 

“No building façade visible from a primary arterial or freeway/expressway shall 
have a blank, uninterrupted length exceeding forty (40) feet without including 
three (3) or more of the following design elements: 
(A) Awning or canopy; 
(B) Change in building façade height (minimum of five (5) feet of difference); 
(C) A regular pattern of transparent glass which shall comprise a minimum of fifty 
percent (50%) of the total wall/facade area of the first floor facade/elevation 
facing a street; 
(D) Wall elevation recesses and/or projections, the depth of which shall be at 
least three percent (3%) of the horizontal width of the building façade.” 

  
The proposed architecture does not show full compliance with three of the above 
required items. The building has an 18” projection over some portions that would meet 
“(D)” and a semi-regular pattern of transparent glass. Staff has worked with the 
petitioner to develop a revised elevation to improve the visual impacts of this industrial 
style warehouse building which is included in the packet. 
 
Alternative Transportation: The existing office building has a bike rack with 4 parking 
spaces. An additional bike rack will be required with this new building and must be 
installed prior to issuance of an occupancy permit. 
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Landscaping: With this petition there would also be new landscaping installed 
throughout the property. The petitioner has submitted a landscape plan that meets the 
UDO requirements. The petitioner is installing a new rain garden that will be planted 
with wetland seed mixture to provide water quality improvements.  
 
Utilities: There is an existing 10’ electric easement that runs east/west through the rear 
of the property that can not have any portion of the building within the easement. There 
is also a water line easement and sanitary sewer easement that runs through a portion 
of the proposed building. The petitioner has worked with the Utilities Department 
regarding relocation of these utility lines and no problems have been indentified. A 
revised plat will need to be approved to relocate the utility lines and easements to 
accommodate the proposed building location. 
 
DEVELOPER TRACK RECORD:  The petitioner has owned several buildings 
throughout Bloomington and there are no outstanding zoning violations on their 
properties. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION MEMO: 
 
Recommendation #1 –The Site Plan shall show a rear setback and buffer yard on the 
south side of the property. 

 
Staff Response: The proposed 25’ buffer yard and setback is consistent with the 
previous approvals for this PUD. Staff believes that the setback that is shown in 
addition to new landscaping will provide adequate buffering for this use. 

 
Recommendation #2 – The Landscape Plan shall be modified to reflect a rear setback 
and buffer yard and otherwise adhere to the UDO landscaping regulations. 
 

Staff Response: Again the setback and buffer area that is being proposed is the 
same as the buffer for the adjacent properties with building and parking areas. 
The petitioner will be installing new landscaping to meet the buffer yard 
requirements and has maximized the amount of landscaping that can be 
installed. 
 

Recommendation #3 – The Petitioner should apply green building practices to create a 
high performance and low carbon-footprint structure.  
 

Staff Response: Although not required, Staff encourages the petitioner to 
incorporate as many green building practices as possible. 

 
CONCLUSIONS: The proposed site plan is consistent with the overall PUD. The 
building has been arranged to avoid many of the existing easements and utility lines 
and still allow for landscaping and buffering to be installed. Staff seeks input from the 
Plan Commission regarding the proposed architecture and whether additional 
architectural elements should be added. 
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RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of PUD-11-13 with the following 
conditions. 
 

1. All landscaping and site improvements must be installed prior to issuance of an 
occupancy permit. Any missing or dead landscaping must be replaced to meet 
UDO requirements. 

2. A grading permit must be obtained prior to site disturbance. 
3. No parking or building area is allowed within the 25’ buffer yard to the south. Any 

existing pavement must be removed within this area and replanted with pines no 
more than 10’ apart. 

4. A bike rack is required in front of this building with 4 bicycle parking spaces. 
5. A revised final plat must be approved to amend the location of the utility 

easements prior to issuance of any permits. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
Date:  February 21, 2013 
 
To:  Bloomington Plan Commission 
 
From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 
 
Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 
 
Subject: PUD-11-2013   BW Properties 
  Final Plan at 1499 W. Bloomfield Rd. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
This memorandum contains the Environmental Commission’s (EC) input and recommendations 
regarding a Final Plan request for a new 3,800 square foot industrial building.  The Petitioner wishes to 
expand two businesses, Secretly Canadian and SC Distribution that are on an adjoining lot within the 
same PUD.  The new building is intended for distribution of band merchandise, such as apparel and 
paper items.   
 
The EC believes that this Site Plan is not ready to be approved, and recommends that the Petitioner 
continue to work with Planning Staff to craft a project that meets all of the PUD and UDO requirements. 
 
 
ISSUES OF CODE COMPLIANCE: 
 
1.) BUFFER YARD: 
According to the PUD-11-94 requirements, this site must retain a twenty-five (25) foot building/parking 
setback on the south side of the property.   Furthermore, the site is required per the UDO to provide a 
buffer yard of twenty (20) feet in addition to the set back.  Together these would equal forty-five (45) 
feet.  The 20 foot buffer yard is following the requirements of a Type 3 buffer yard where an industrial 
zone (IG) abuts a residential zone (RS), as detailed in the UDO 20.05.052. 
 
The current plan does not show the 25-foot setback on this parcel, nor does it show any additional buffer 
yard.  The Planning staff indicates they support using the 25 feet of setback that was established with the 
PUD ordinance as the buffer yard too.  The EC recognizes that 45 feet is quite deep for this particular 
parcel, therefore can support using the setback area as the buffer yard also.  However, the 25 feet should 
be depicted on the plan along with building size adjustments, and additional vegetation.  The EC believes 
that if the setback is to serve double duty as a buffer too, then it should be thickly vegetated.  
 
2.) LANDSCAPE PLAN: 
The Landscape Plan will need to be modified to accommodate a heavily vegetated buffer on the south 
side of the PUD.  The EC recommends that the Petitioner change the Landscape Plan to include a 
vegetated buffer and resubmit it to the Planning Department for approval. 
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ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN: 
 
3.) GREEN BUILDING: 
The EC recommends that the developer design the building with as many best practices for energy 
savings as possible.  The Petitioner has assured the EC that the building will meet Building Code 
(ASHRAE 90.1), but when the EC recommends green building, the implication is that it will be built 
with significantly higher standards than minimum regulations.  Some examples of BMPs that go beyond 
the Building Code include enhanced insulation; high efficiency heating and cooling; Energy Star doors, 
windows, lighting, and appliances; high efficiency toilets; programmable thermostats; sustainable floor 
coverings; and recycled products such as carpet and counter tops.  Some specific recommendations to 
mitigate the effects of climate change include the following.  
 
Reduce Heat Island Effect.   The roof material should have a minimum initial Solar Reflective Index 
(SRI) of 0.65, and an aged index of 0.55.   (SRI is a value that incorporates both solar reflectance and 
emittance in a single value to represent a material's temperature in the sun.  SRI quantifies how hot a 
surface would get relative to standard black and standard white surfaces.  It is calculated using equations 
based on previously measured values of solar reflectance and emittance as laid out in the American 
Society for Testing and Materials Standard E 1980.  It is expressed as a fraction (0.0 to 1.0) or percentage 
(0% to 100%)).   If a roof membrane is used, it should be overlaid with a reflective coating or covered 
with a white, granulated cap sheet. 
 
Water conservation.   As recommended in the City of Bloomington Utilities Water Conservation Plan, 
every effort should be used to conserve water.  All fixtures should be the low-flow type.  The faucets for 
hand washing sinks should be the self-closing type, and the toilet design and plumbing should be the high 
efficiency type. 
 
Energy efficiency.  All insulation and windows should be highly insulating to save energy in both 
summer and winter, and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in our region. 
 
Green building supports Bloomington’s overall commitment to sustainability and is being actively 
promoted by the City (http://bloomington.in.gov/greenbuild and UDO green building incentives 
20.05.049 GD-01). Sustainable building practices are explicitly called for by the Mayors’ Climate 
Protection Agreement signed by Mayor Kruzan, by City Council resolution 06-05 supporting the Kyoto 
Protocol and reduction of our community’s greenhouse gas emissions, and by City Council resolution 06-
07, which recognizes and calls for planning for peak oil, and by Redefining Prosperity: Energy Descent 
and Community Resilience Report of the Bloomington Peak Oil Task Force. 
 
 
EC RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1.) The Site Plan shall show a rear setback and buffer yard on the south side of the property. 
 
2.) The Landscape Plan shall be modified to reflect a rear setback and buffer yard and otherwise adhere 
to the UDO landscaping regulations. 
 
3.) The Petitioner should apply green building practices to create a high performance and low carbon-
footprint structure.  
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