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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 
PLAN COMMISSION  
September 12, 2016 @ 5:30 p.m.        City Hall Council Chambers - Room #115 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
MINUTES TO BE APPROVED: August 
 
REPORTS, RESOLUTIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS:  
 
 
ITEMS FOR THE CONSENT AGENDA: 
 
UV-24-16 Milestone Ventures Inc 
 2450 S Henderson St 
 Use variance to allow ground floor residential dwelling units. 
 Case Manager: Eric Greulich 
 
 
PETITIONS: 
 
PUD-16-16 Dwellings, LLC 
 600-630 E Hillside Dr 
 Rezone from RS and RH to Planned Unit Development and approval of a PUD district 
 ordinance and preliminary plan for 2.73 acres including commercial, multifamily and single-
 family dwellings. 
 Case Manager: James Roach 
 
SP-21-16 Tech Park Housing, LLC  
 619 N Morton St 
 Site plan approval for a 3-story multifamily building. 
 Case Manager: James Roach 
 
SP-23-16 Bloomington Bagel Company LLC 
 113 N Dunn St 
 Site plan approval for a 4-story mixed use building. 
 Case Manager: James Roach 
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION   CASE #: PUD-16-16 
FIRST HEARING STAFF REPORT   DATE: September 12, 2016 
LOCATION: 600-630 E. Hillside Drive 
 
PETITIONER:  Mark Lauchli, Dwellings LLC 

P.O. Box 5204, Bloomington 
 
COUNSEL:   Bynum Fanyo and Associates, Inc 

528 N. Walnut Street, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioners are requesting a rezoning of approximately 2.73 acres from 
Residential Single-Family (RS) and Residential High-Density (RH) to PUD and approval 
of a new PUD District Ordinance and Preliminary Plan for a mixed residential PUD. Also 
requested is a waiver from the 5 acre minimum PUD size. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     2.73 acres 
Current Zoning:   RS and RH 
GPP Designation:  Urban Residential 
Existing Land Use:  Single family  
Proposed Land Use:  Commercial, multi-family, and single family  
Surrounding Uses: North – Institutional (Templeton Elementary) 

West  – Commercial and multi-family  
East    – Multi-family  
South  – Single family 

   
CHANGES SINCE AUGUST HEARING: Based on input from the Plan Commission, the 
public, and staff, the petitioners have made some changes to the petition. The changes 
are as follows: 
 

• The preliminary plan has been amended to depict back-in angled parking, although 
the final design of the parking will be at the discretion of the Council. With this 
change, one additional on-street space was created.   

• The petitioner has studied three additional days of on-street parking demand in the 
area after the start of the Indiana University academic year. 

• The petitioner has committed to providing eight parking spaces at the Hillside 
Terrace development immediately to the east as parking for employees of the 
commercial space in this PUD. This effectively increases commercial parking to 
29 spaces. 

• The PUD District Ordinance has been amended to provide specific standards for 
the height, bulk, density, and architecture of the PUD.  
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This report focuses on the changes since August and provides a comparison between 
the PUD District Ordinance and the standard RH and Commercial Limits (CL) zoning 
districts.   
 
REPORT: The property in question contains six parcels totaling 2.73 acres bounded by 
E. Hillside Drive to the north, S. Henderson Street to the west, a multifamily development 
to the east, and single-family homes to the south. The property is zoned Residential 
Single Family (RS) and Residential High-Density (RH) and currently contains 6 single 
family houses.  
 
The two houses near the intersection of Hillside and Henderson (600 and 602 E. Hillside) 
will either be demolished or donated to a local preservation group for relocation. These 
houses are both listed as contributing structures on the 2001 Survey of Historic Sites and 
structures. Demolition of the houses was approved by the Historic Preservation 
Commission at its June 23, 2016 meeting. The other four single-family houses will remain 
on the property; these houses are included in the PUD, but the main impact is to their 
driveways and parking, with the exception of 612 E. Hillside Drive, where a small, 
detached unit will be removed.   
 
The PUD can be broken down into two main areas.  

• Area 1: the single-family area to the east.  
• Area 2: The mixed-use area includes 3 buildings, parking, a courtyard area, 

detention pond, and other landscaping. The mixed use area is also where changes 
to the streetscape are proposed with added on-street parking, a multiuse path on 
Henderson, tree plots, space for outdoor seating, and wider, improved sidewalks.  

 
There are three buildings proposed in Area 2. Building A is the mixed-use building that 
addresses the intersection. It is proposed as a three-story building with commercial and 
residential on the first floor and residential units on the second and third floors. Floors one 
and two are clad in brick with large windows and metal canopies. The third floor is a 
combination of board and batten and lap siding. A portion of the third floor along Hillside 
is setback from the front building wall. The building has a flat roof designed to 
accommodate several solar panels on the roof as well as 1,000 square feet of a green 
roof. The roof height at the corner is 36 feet.  
 
The four commercial spaces in Building A total 6,400 square feet. The floorplan has been 
changed and now the commercial spaces face Hillside and the intersection. There are 
also three apartment units on the first floor: two 2-bedroom units and one 1-bedroom unit. 
The building has a total of 25 units: 8 2-bedrooms; 16 1-bedrooms, and 1 efficiency.  
 
Building B is a 2-story building that faces Hillside Drive and contains only apartments. 
The proposal is for a total of 16 efficiency units with 8 on each floor. The building has a 
hip roof and proposed materials are shake and lap siding. The building was designed to 
contrast with the adjacent commercial building. The height of the roof ridge is 34 feet. No 
changes have been made to this building since the last meeting.  
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Building C faces Henderson Street and the single-family development to the south. The 
proposal is a 3-story building. The first floor of the building would be mostly for parking 
and the upper two stories for apartments. From the south elevation, the highest point is 
41 feet and from Henderson the highest point is 36 feet. The building has a pitched roof 
and dormer windows. It utilizes several materials including cast stone, metal louvers, lap 
siding, shake siding, board and batten siding, and decorative window brackets.  Three 
apartments are at street level on Henderson and conceal the first-floor parking. The first-
floor contains 3 apartments and 40 parking spaces. Building C has a mix of units; 12 2-
bedroom units, 19 1-bedroom units, and 2 efficiencies.  
 
GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The GPP designates this 2.73 acre site as “Urban 
Residential.” Staff notes the following policy statements that apply to this development: 
 
Compact Urban Form 

• (Compact Urban form) should be supplemented by strategies to increase 
housing densities within the planning jurisdiction. (Page 5) 

• (Compact Urban Form) does not imply the intrusion of higher density 
development into established housing, crowding, or high rise development of a 
scale more appropriate to larger cities. (Page 5) 

• Bloomington must look inward for opportunities to accommodate continued 
growth within the existing limits of the community (page 5) 

 
Mitigate Traffic 

• MT-1: Develop transit-oriented site planning standards as a required component 
of development and redevelopment projects. (page 14) 

• MT-2: Require the siting of future high density multifamily and commercial 
projects within walking distance to transit routes. (page 14)  

• MT-8: Require the construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that provide 
safety and convenience in all new and redevelopment projects. Examples of 
features to be considered are sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalks, sidepaths, 
bicycle lanes, and bicycle racks. (page 15 

• MT-9: Create true pedestrian corridors by increasing the number of large 
species, street trees in tree plots, and other pedestrian amenities within the right-
of-way. (page 15) 

• MT-10: Ensure that designs for new construction and/or the retrofitting of existing 
intersections provide a safe environment for pedestrians to reduce crossing 
distances and include pedestrian signalization.  (page 15) 

 
Conserve Community Character 

• Neighborhood character can evolve in a gradual and compatible way to allow 
additional density through subdivision lots and the creation of granny flats and 
duplexes. (page 17) 
 

Urban Residential Land Use Category 
• (The Urban Residential Land Use) category identifies existing residential areas 

with densities generally ranging from 2 units per acre to 15 units per acre. 
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Additional, this category also includes …. individual vacant lots and smaller 
acreages, known as neighborhood conservation areas. (page 31) 

• The fundamental goal for (neighborhood conservation) areas is to encourage the 
maintenance of residential desirability and stability. Where new infill development 
is proposed, it should be consistent and compatible with preexisting 
developments. (page 31) 

• (The Urban Residential areas should be developed) for predominately residential 
uses; however, incorporate mixed residential densities, housing types, and non-
residential services where supported by adjacent land use patterns. (page 31) 

• Thus, the main objectives for (the Urban Residential) areas are to maintain 
adequate levels of service when possible to improve the capacity and aesthetic 
of all urban services. (page 31) 

• (The Urban Residential areas should) optimize street, bicycle, and pedestrian 
connectivity to adjacent neighborhoods as well as community activity centers. 
(page 31) 

• (The Urban Residential areas should) ensure that new common open space is 
truly usable and accessible. (page 31) 

• (The Urban Residential areas should) provide for marginally higher development 
densities while ensuring preservation of sensitive environmental features and 
taking into consideration infrastructure capacity as well as the relationship 
between new development and adjacent existing neighborhoods. (page 31) 

• …development of…small parcels should respect the unique character and 
development pattern of the neighborhood. The development should emphasize 
building and site compatibility with existing densities, intensities, building types 
and other site planning features.  (page 31) 

 
Neighborhood Activity Center 

• It should be noted that while several NACs have been identified on the land use 
map, more could be designated in the future as further study is done and 
appropriate locations identified. (page 33) 

• NACs must relate to surrounding residential neighborhoods and not adversely 
affect the livability of these neighborhoods through traffic, lighting, noise, litter or 
other impacts. (page 33) 

• The height of new commercial structures in a NAC shall be limited to three stories 
in order to minimize the impact of such uses on surrounding residents. (page 33) 

• The main focus of the NAC should be commercial uses at a scale that services the 
immediate neighborhood, including such services as small food stores, video 
rental, or small cafes. (page 33) 

• Residential uses should be limited to multi-family development, ideally on floors 
above street level commercial uses. (page 33) 

• Commercial uses should be restricted to ensure their neighborhood focus. (page 
33) 

 
PUD DISTRICT ORDINANCE ISSUES: 
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Underlying Zoning Districts: The petitioners propose utilizing CL as underlying zoning. 
The CL and RH are very similar in terms of development standards. RH zoning is already 
in place at the Hillside Terrace development to the east. The CL zoning district was 
designed for commercial and mixed use developments within neighborhoods. The chart 
below compares some elements of the PUD to these two districts.  
 
Standards Comparison 
 PUD CL RH 
Density 15 units/acre 15 units/acre 15 units/acre 
Residential 
Parking 

1 space/bedroom 1 space/bedroom 
max. 

1 space/bedroom 
max. 

Commercial 
Parking 

21 on-street 
8 off-site employee 
spaces 

0 minimum 
26 max. (small 
multi-tenant center) 

N/A 

Residential 
parking 

103 spaces 0 minimum 
103 maximum 

0 minimum 
103 maximum 

Impervious 
surfaces 

70% 50% 50% 

Setbacks to 
Pinestone 
Neighborhood 

15’ + 10’ buffer 10’ + 10’ buffer 15’ + 10’ buffer 

Height 40’ plus stairs 
(Building A) 
35’ (Building B) 
42’ (Building C) 

40 feet 50 feet 

Occupancy 3 unrelated adults 5 unrelated adults 5 unrelated adults 
 
 
Density: Unit counts and bedroom counts have not changed since the last hearing. The 
overall maximum site density is 15 units per acre. The buildings as proposed include 74 
apartments and 4 single family houses with a total of 103 bedrooms. This equates to 
29.75 DUEs or 10.89 DUES/acre for the entire PUD. 
 

Unit Type Units Bedrooms 
3 Bedroom house 2 3 
2 Bedroom house 1 2 
1 Bedroom house 1 1 
2 Bedroom 20 40 
1 Bedroom 35 35 
1 Efficiency 19 19 
  Total 78 103 
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Architectural Standards: The revised PUD District Ordinance includes controlling 
language to ensure that the building built will look like the building shown in terms of 
height, materials, windows, entries, and modulation.  
 
Occupancy: The petitioner has committed to use the single family zoning definition of 
family in this PUD. Each unit can be occupied by a single family which can include no 
more than three unrelated adults. 
 
PUD PRELIMINARY PLAN ISSUES: 
  
Landscaping: The petitioners have submitted a schematic landscaping plan. This plan 
mostly meets UDO landscaping requirements. The petitioners propose a reduced 
percentage of the parking lot trees be provided as large canopy trees due to a lack of 
planting area. They propose 13% large canopy trees, as opposed to the UDO requirement 
of 75%. Also, the landscaping plan shows numerous plantings in the right-of-way other 
than street trees. Anything planted in the right-of-way must be a species that will not block 
vision clearance at maturity and the petitioner must agree to maintain this landscaping. 
Finally, street trees along Henderson must be located east of the multi-use path in order 
to avoid conflict with an existing storm sewer main. The schematic landscaping plan from 
Mader Design does not reflect this, but it is reflected on the Bynum Fanyo plans.  
 
Parking: Area 1 includes 9 parking spaces for the four single family houses. Area 2 
includes 94 on-site parking spaces for the apartments. This is a ratio of one parking space 
per one bedroom, which is the maximum permitted per the UDO.  
 
The current Preliminary Plan shows 21 on-street parking spaces to serve the commercial 
space in Area 2. In addition, the petitioner has committed to assigning 8 parking spaces 
in the Hillside Terrace development to the east for employees.  
 
The development includes 6,400 square feet of commercial space, divided between 4 
tenant spaces. Considering a possible mix of uses from the CL permitted uses, 21 spaces 
is close to the UDO’s maximum parking requirements. If this site were in a location without 
on-street parking, the UDO would cap the total number of on-site parking spaces as 
follows for this one possible scenario:  
 
Chart 1: Possible Development Scenario and Maximum Parking Standards 

Tenant Use 
Parking 
Ratio 

Commercial 
Tenant  
Space Size 

Maximum 
Permitted 
Spaces 

Restaurant 1: 200 sq. ft. 2,000 sq. ft. 10 
Fitness/Training Studio 1: 400 sq. ft. 1,530 sq. ft. 3 
Business/professional 
Office 1: 300 sq. ft. 1,580 sq. ft. 5 
Retail, low-intensity 1: 300 sq. ft. 1,233 sq. ft. 4 
    Total:  22 
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According to these numbers, providing 21 on-street parking spaces is close to the 
maximum permitted for the zoning district, not counting the 8 additional employee spaces. 
This is one scenario. If all of the commercial spaces were to be filled by one use, the 
following chart demonstrates several of those possibilities and the corresponding 
maximum parking per UDO standards:  
 
Chart 2: Possible Uses and Maximum Parking Standards 

Tenant Use 
Parking 
Ratio 

Entire 
Commercial 
Space 

Maximum 
Permitted 
Spaces 

Restaurant 1: 200 sq. ft.  6400 sq. ft.   32 
Small multi-tenant 
center 1:250 sq. ft. 6400 sq. ft. 26 
Fitness/Training Studio 1: 400 sq. ft.  6400 sq. ft.   16 
Business/professional 
Office 1: 300 sq. ft.  6400 sq. ft.   21 
Retail, low-intensity 1: 300 sq. ft.  6400 sq. ft.   21 

 
In order to gauge existing parking needs in 
the area, the petitioner has studied the on-
street parking utilization rates. Prior to the 
last meeting, they studied 6 days. Since 
the last meeting and after the start of the 
Indiana University academic year, the 
petitioner studied 3 additional days and 
added a time period of 2:30 PM to the 
study.   
 
Across the 39 observations, there were 
only 4 instances when fewer than 15 
percent of spaces were available. More 
than half of the time, 40 percent or more of 
spaces were available. According to 
research in on-street parking, aiming for 
15 percent of spaces to be unoccupied at 
any time is a good goal, which allows for people to come and go and visit commercial 
spaces. Parking researcher Donald Shoup, PhD and transportation researcher Todd 
Litman, PhD have several studies that recommend approximately one in eight parking 
spaces be vacant at any one time. This works out to 12.5% vacancy (Shoup, Cruising for 
Parking, 2007) (Litman, Parking Policy Implementation Guidelines, 2015).  
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Chart 3: Percent of Vacant On-Street Parking Spaces 
 
First study 
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Supplemental study 
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In conclusion, staff finds that the proposed 21 parking spaces, plus 8 off-site employee 
parking spaces, creates an effective 29 parking spaces associated with the commercial 
portion of the PUD. Staff finds this is an adequate number given the anticipated parking 
needs and parking maximums outlined by the UDO as well as the existence of additional 
on-street parking spaces in the immediate area.  
 
If the Plan Commission disagrees with this conclusion, there are several options. Each 
option has different repercussions and impacts.: 

• Require less commercial, creating a higher percentage of parking to square 
footage. 

• Restrict high parking demand uses from the list of permitted uses, such as 
restaurants. 

• Require more parking along Hillside further to the east in front of the single family 
houses. 

• Require Henderson parking to be changed from parallel to angled. This will 
require that the building footprints shrink to accommodate the increased depth. 
The City Transportation and Traffic Engineer has concerns about this approach.  

• Require more off-street parking.  
• Require a reduction in density to free up off-street parking for commercial uses. 
• Require more off-site parking or shared parking on-site. 

 
Parking Design: The Traffic Commission voted unanimously to support back-in angled 
parking at this location. Back-in angled parking is safer than pull-in angled parking. While 
becoming more common in other cities, this would be the first block to contain back-in 
parking in Bloomington. This will be an adjustment for drivers but that will be true no 
matter where it is constructed in the City. The Traffic Commission recommended this 
parking configuration for both Hillside and Henderson as opposed to pull-in angled 
parking. Staff recommends continuing with the parallel parking on Henderson. Title 15 of 
the Bloomington Municipal Code will need to be amended to permit back-in angled 
parking, however Title 15 would need to be amended regardless to permit parking on 
Hillside or Henderson at all. Ultimately, staff does not believe the angle of the parking is 
a decision for the Plan Commission. Changes to street parking controls require review 
and approval by the City Council regardless of the direction of the parking. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The Bloomington 
Environmental Commission (EC) has made 2 recommendations concerning this 
development.   
 

1. The Petitioner should adjust the Site Plan such that more than 30% pervious 
surface is available. 

 
Staff Response: Staff finds that the proposed 70% maximum impervious surface 
coverage is appropriate given the context of the development as a neighborhood 
activity center. The Plan Commission can choose to require a greater amount of 
pervious surface. The petitioner may choose to meet this requirement through the 
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use of permeable pavers. In addition, the green roof associated with the 
maintenance building partially mitigates the impact of the increase impervious 
surfaces.  

 
2. The Petitioner should clarify the language in the PUD District Ordinance regarding 

changing canopy trees to columnar trees. 
 

Staff Response: Staff has included this as recommended condition of approval 
#4.  

 
 
20.04.080(h) Planned Unit Development Considerations 
 
The UDO outlines that in their consideration of a PUD District Ordinance and Preliminary 
Plan, the Plan Commission and Common Council shall consider as many of the following 
as may be relevant to the specific proposal.  The following list shall not be construed as 
providing a prioritization of the items on the list.  Each item shall be considered individually 
as it applies to the specific Planning Unit Development proposal. 
 

(1) The extent to which the proposed Preliminary Plan meets the requirements, 
standards, and stated purpose of Chapter 20.04: Planned Unit Development 
Districts. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS: This petition meets the requirements for a Planned Unit 
Development and accomplishes the purpose of a PUD which is to provide a 
unique development pattern that would not be allowed in a regular zoning 
district. The design of this PUD expands a neighborhood activity center in a 
way that promotes architecture that is compatible with the surroundings and 
counteracts urban monotony. 
 

(2) The extent to which the proposed Preliminary Plan departs from the Unified 
Development Ordinance provisions otherwise applicable to the subject property, 
including but not limited to, the density, dimension, bulk, use, required 
improvements, and construction and design standards and the reasons why such 
departures are or are not deemed to be in the public interest. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS: The proposed deviations from the UDO that are outlined 
in this report and the PUD District Ordinance are necessary to develop this site 
with a mix of land uses.  
 

(3) The extent to which the Planned Unit Development meets the purposes of this 
Unified Development Ordinance, the Growth Policies Plan, and any other adopted 
planning objectives of the City.  Any specific benefits shall be specifically cited. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS: The PUD meets the purposes of the City by expanding 
a neighborhood activity center in a way that is compatible with the existing 
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fabric of development. Commercial uses are restricted to ensure neighborhood 
focus. The PUD furthers the goal of compact urban form in a way that promotes 
gradual changes and marginally increasing densities while utilizing existing 
infrastructure. The PUD also extends a multi-use path on Henderson to 
advance the goals of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  
 

(4) The physical design of the Planned Unit Development and the extent to which 
it: 

a. Makes adequate provision for public services; 
b. Provides adequate control over vehicular traffic; 
c. Provides for and protects designated common open space; and 
d. Furthers the amenities of light and air, recreation and visual 
enjoyment. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS: The PUD is well served by existing public services. The 
proposed on-street parking will be a neighborhood and City amenity. Common 
open space will be maintained by the petitioner including an interior plaza. 
Opportunities are provided for sidewalk café style seating, a multi-use path and 
pedestrian lights that will increase the visual enjoyment of the area and extend 
the pedestrian friendly area created with other nearby developments.  

 
(5) The relationship and compatibility of the proposed Preliminary Plan to the adjacent 

properties and neighborhood, and whether the proposed Preliminary Plan would 
substantially interfere with the use or diminish the value of adjacent properties and 
neighborhoods. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS: The proposed PUD Preliminary Plan has been designed 
in such a way to buffer the site from the neighborhood to the south. The 
proposed 3-story buildings, while unique in this area, are not unreasonably tall. 
Other 3-story multi-family buildings exist to the southwest. The GPP 
recommends three-story buildings for neighborhood activity centers.  
 

(6) The desirability of the proposed Preliminary Plan to the City’s physical 
development, tax base and economic well-being. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS: The development will surely increase the City’s tax 
base and economic well being. The PUD will provide opportunities for small 
scale, neighborhood focused business. 
 

(7) The proposal will not cause undue traffic congestion, and can be adequately 
served by existing or programmed public facilities and services. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS: Staff finds that this proposal will not create undue traffic 
congestion and will instead calm traffic on the adjacent streets to make them 
more walkable and livable. The site is adequately served by existing public 
facilities. 
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(8) The proposal preserves significant ecological, natural, historical and architectural 

resources. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS: There are no significant ecological, natural, or 
architectural resources on this site. One historic house on the property would 
be relocated and three historic houses will be retained.  
 

(9) The proposal will not be injurious to the public health, safety, and general welfare. 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: Staff finds no injury. On-street parking in this area, while 
controversial with the first new development in this area, has proven to not be 
a safety hazard.  
 

(10) The proposal is an effective and unified treatment of the development possibilities 
on the PUD site. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS: The establishment of a PUD for this property allows a 
unique development that would not otherwise be accomplished within the 
framework of existing zoning districts. The site will be maintained under 
common ownership and management.  

 
CONCLUSION: Staff finds that this PUD satisfies many of the GPP policies toward 
compatible infill development and site design for Neighborhood Activity Center. The 
proposed density and height is extremely similar to the RH and CL zoning districts. The 
development provides neighborhood scale commercial uses designed to be compatible 
with other developments in the area. Staff finds that the proposed parking plan is 
adequate to meet the needs of the multi-family and commercial tenants and customers. 
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RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends forwarding this to the Common Council with a 
favorable recommendation and the following conditions of approval: 
 

1. Right-of-way dedication is required for Hillside and Henderson. The dedication 
must be the minimum Thoroughfare Plan requirement but must also include all 
on-street parking and sidewalks. This must be done within 180 days of Council 
approval. 

2. Final Plan approval is delegated to the Planning and Transportation 
Department Staff. 

3. Prior to Final Plan approval, the petitioner shall record a zoning commitment 
assuring the availability of eight parking spaces for employees in the Hillside 
Terrace Development. 

4. Any landscaping within the public street right-of-way must be maintained by 
petitioner and must be species that will not block line of sight at full maturity.  

5. Prior to review by the City Council, the petitioner shall amend the District 
Ordinance in regards to parking lot landscaping and any other changes 
required by the Plan Commission at the hearing. The District Ordinance should 
read “… we are proposing 13% large canopy trees and 87% medium or large 
columnar trees for the parking lot perimeter tree category.  The site interior 
trees will meet UDO requirements.” 
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MEMORANDUM

Date: September 1, 2016

To: Bloomington Plan Commission

From: Bloomington Environmental Commission

Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner

Subject: PUD-16-16, Dwellings, third hearing

600 – 630 E. Hillside Dr. 

The Environmental Commission (EC) commends the Petitioner for including and clarifying the 

issues that the EC still had at the time of the last hearing.  We look forward to working together 

as the design and maintenance plans for the green roof, water harvesting, solar panels, and other 

environmentally conscientious practices become reality. There are however, still a couple 

specific recommendations the EC would like to provide. 

ISSUES OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPORTANCE

1.  The eighth Proposed Site Development Standard listed on page four (4) of the District 

Ordinance states that the intent for surface area coverage is not to exceed 70% impervious

materials.  The EC remains disappointed in this high percentage.  The Unified Development 

Ordinance (UDO) calls for a maximum of 50% impervious surface coverage in a Commercial 

Limited (CL) zoning district; thus the EC recommends at least the amount of open space 

required in the UDO.  The EC always recommends that the environmental protection regulations 

in a PUD District Ordinance be at least as stringent as those in the UDO.  

2. In the revised District Ordinance, on page five (5) the Petitioner states “The UDO requires 

75% of the interior parking lot trees to be large canopy trees, we are providing 13% large canopy 

trees and the remainder columnar species of trees due to site design.”  This sentence should be 

revised to clearly state which UDO landscape category the columnar trees will be in.  The 

Parking Lot Perimeter Trees are required to be at least 75% large canopy trees, whereas the 

Interior Canopy Trees are calculated by a number based on size, not a percentage.  The EC 

suggests that the sentence be changed to “… we are proposing 13% large canopy trees and 87% 

columnar trees for the Parking Lot Perimeter tree category.  The Site Interior Trees will be 

calculated as the UDO requires.”
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EC RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Petitioner should adjust the Site Plan such that more than 30% pervious surface is 

available.

2. The Petitioner should clarify the language in the PUD District Ordinance regarding changing 

canopy trees to columnar trees.

18



19

roachja
Polygon



20

roachja
Polygon



21



22



23



24



25



26



27



28



29



30



31



32



33



34



35



BUILDING 'B'

10,800 SF

(RESD'L)

BUILDING 'C'

33,800 SF (RESD'L)/

16,900 SF (PARKING)

BUILDING 'A'

6,400 SF(COMM.)/

17,200 SF (RESD'L)

BUILDING "D"

MAINTENANCE

BUILDING

(25'X40')

36



MAINTENANCE

BUILDING

FF=776.75

BUILDING 'A'

FF=772.00

BUILDING 'B'

FF=777.10

BUILDING 'C'

FGF=763.60

FMF=774.60

BUILDING 'A'

FF=772.00

BUILDING 'A'

FF=772.00

BUILDING 'A'

FF=772.00

37



MAINTENANCE

BUILDING

FF=776.75

BUILDING 'A'

FF=772.00

BUILDING 'B'

FF=777.10

BUILDING 'C'

FGF=763.60

FMF=774.60

BUILDING 'A'

FF=772.00

BUILDING 'A'

FF=772.00

BUILDING 'A'

FF=772.00
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PARK SOUTH - BUILDING A NORTH ELEVATION

ROOF HEIGHT: 38'

PARAPET HEIGHT: 34'

PARAPET HEIGHT: 36'
CEMENT BOARD SIDING

LAP SIDING
METAL AWNINGS

DECORATIVE BEAMS

COMPOSITE
ACCENT TRIM

BRICK WITH PRECAST
CONCRETE ACCENTSAWNINGS W/

ALUM. FASCIA

ALUMINUM-FRAMED
STOREFRONT GLASS

PLANTERS METAL CANOPY
WITH SIGNAGE
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PARK SOUTH - BUILDING A WEST ELEVATION

ALUMINUM-FRAMED
STOREFRONT GLASS

AWNINGS W/
ALUM. FASCIA

COMPOSITE
ACCENT TRIM

CEMENT BOARD SIDING

LAP SIDING PARAPET HEIGHT: 34'

METAL AWNINGS
BRICK WITH PRECAST
CONCRETE ACCENTS

PARAPET HEIGHT: 36'

VERTICAL ACCENTS

ROOF HEIGHT: 38'

BRICK STOOP W/
METAL RAILING

METAL JULIETTE
BALCONY RAILINGS
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PARK SOUTH - BUILDING B NORTH ELEVATION

EAVE HEIGHT: 21'

DECORATIVE BRACKETS

METAL AWNING

PLANTER BOXES
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PARK SOUTH - BUILDING B EAST ELEVATION

EAVE HEIGHT: 19'

RIDGE HEIGHT: 34'
DIMENSIONAL ASPHALT SHINGLES

SHAKE SIDING

LAP SIDING

METAL JULIETTE
BALCONY RAILINGS
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PARK SOUTH - BUILDING C WEST ELEVATION

DECORATIVE BRACKETS

LAP SIDING

WINDOW BOX

DECORATIVE BEAMS

SHAKE SIDING

COMPOSITE TRIM
WRAPPED COLUMNS

WOOD RAILING

LAP SIDING

WOOD PERGOLA

CAST STONE

EAVE HEIGHT: 29'

RIDGE HEIGHT: 36'

ENTRY PORCH
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PARK SOUTH - BUILDING C SOUTH ELEVATIONCAST STONE

METAL ROOFING

CAST STONE SIDING SHAKE SIDING
LAP SIDING

WOOD RAILING SPLIT-FACE CMU

EAVE HEIGHT: 30'

RIDGE HEIGHT: 37' EAVE HEIGHT: 25'
MAIN RIDGE (BEYOND) HEIGHT: 41'

AUTOMATED
GARAGE DOOR

BUFFER LANDSCAPING
(SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN)
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38.87'

SURVEYED ELEVATION = 799.99'

SURVEYED ELEVATION = 761.12'
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James Roach <roachja@bloomington.in.gov>

Fwd: [Planning] Feast Cafe

Carmen Lillard <lillardc@bloomington.in.gov> Mon, Aug 8, 2016 at 8:40 AM
To: James Roach <roachja@bloomington.in.gov>, Eric Greulich <greulice@bloomington.in.gov>
Cc: Emily Avers <averse@bloomington.in.gov>

~FYI

Carmen Lillard

Office Manager
City of Bloomington Planning and Transportation Dept.
PO Box 100 / Showers Center City Hall / 401 N. Morton Street, Ste 130 / Bloomington, IN 47402
p: 812.349.3423 / fax: 812.349.3520 / e: lillardc@bloomington.in.gov

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Erika Yochum <erika.lisa.yochum@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Aug 7, 2016 at 11:55 PM
Subject: [Planning] Feast Cafe
To: "council@bloomington.in.gov" <council@bloomington.in.gov>, "mayor@bloomington.in.gov"
<mayor@bloomington.in.gov>, "planning@bloomington.in.gov" <planning@bloomington.in.gov>,
"rosenbab@bloomington.in.gov" <rosenbab@bloomington.in.gov>, "piedmoni@bloomington.in.gov"
<piedmoni@bloomington.in.gov>

8-6-2016

To: 

Mayor John Hamilton, City of Blooming Planning Department, Plan Commission Members, and City Council District
Five Representative Isabel Piedmont-Smith and City Council Members

I am the co-owner of the family-owned restaurant, Feast Cafe, located at the corner of Hillside and Henderson. My
family and I are concerned about the proposed PUD development located diagonally across the street from Feast.
Specifically, we are concerned about the small number of on-street parking spaces proposed for customers and the
lack of planning for on-site parking for employees.

I understand that the currently proposed PUD shows only 20 on-street customer/public parking spaces which is far
less than are possible. Our experience has taught us that we do not have enough parking for successful retail
tenants, their employees and customers. 

At Feast the number one complaint we receive from our customers is that they cannot find adequate parking. Many
have told us that if it appears there is no parking, they will not wait to find a spot, they just move on to another
restaurant. None of my employees park in front of Feast, Mira or the other business along Hillside. They park on the
neighborhood streets and I walk to work.

We have been told that the developers could provide up to 37 on-street parking spaces instead of the proposed 20.
We do not understand why they wouldn’t want to provide as much on-street parking as possible to encourage
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successful retail. Feast supports maximum on-street parking. Without adequate parking our businesses will be at
risk.

Feast welcomes other restaurants at this location. We think it would complement our successful cafe. Much like
Restaurant Row, on Fourth Street, this Henderson/Hillside corner would become a true destination. Maximizing
potential parking is a key issue and would help to safeguard the success of all the neighborhood-serving retail on all
three corners of this intersection. 

Sincerely,

Erika Yochum, co-owner, 

Feast Cafe
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James Roach <roachja@bloomington.in.gov>

Henderson/Hillside PUD

Loree Steinmetz <loree.steinmetz@comcast.net> Fri, Aug 19, 2016 at 7:53 PM
To: Joe Hoffman <hoffma@indiana.edu>, Jack Baker <ajbaker@indiana.edu>
Cc: Andrew Cibor <cibora@bloomington.in.gov>, Brad Wisler <brad@sproutbox.com>, Carol Gulyas
<stewartgulyas@gmail.com>, Darryl Neher <darryl.neher@gmail.com>, Isabel Piedmont-Smith
<piedmoni@bloomington.in.gov>, James Roach <roachja@bloomington.in.gov>, Nicholas Kappas
<nicholas.kappas@gmail.com>, Susan Fernandes <sjfernan@indiana.edu>, Beth Rosenbarger
<rosenbab@bloomington.in.gov>

Greetings Commissioners Baker and Hoffman,

My name is Loree Steinmetz and I’m an Executive Committee member of the Bryan Park Neighborhood
Association (BPNA) who spoke during the Plan Commission meetings on Monday, August 8th. We shared several
concerns the neighborhood has regarding the petitioner’s proposed PUD development on the southeast corner of
Henderson and Hillside. After all concerned parties had spoken, you, sirs, then had the opportunity to give your
opinions about the development. You offered your comments and posed several questions to those of us who had
shared our concerns.

For the purpose of this letter, I'm a concerned private citizen who has lived on S. Dunn St. for 6 years, not as a
spokesperson for the BPNA. I love our neighborhood; it’s an oasis of urban comfort in a city focused around its
primary employer. Along with that comes a sea of rental properties where many are often neglected and with
inhabitants who are often self-focused and not interested in interacting with their neighbors.

I've become more active in this community, often campaigning and voicing my concerns in the last several years
as I had done before in other communities and states where I’ve lived. I must say that I find it a bit unusual and
frustrating that there is no open dialogue permitted during the Plan Commission Meetings in our city. Especially
when questions are asked of its citizens participating in that forum, I respectively request that we should have the
opportunity to respond to the questions at that time. However, since that is not the policy of this city, I am writing
you in response to your questions and comments.

I'm very happy to see a development being proposed for this site, however I'm concerned about the density of this
PUD and what community benefits will be finally offered to this core neighborhood in exchange for all the zoning
concessions that will be granted to the petitioner. These zoning changes will equate to a handsome profit for the
petitioners as the land escalates in value, and as they design this project for the near-term future. They'd told me
and my neighbors, in a previous neighborhood meeting, that managing commercial property is a challenge for
them and not in their wheelhouse. It appeared to me then that they simply would rather not have any retail
requirements attached to this PUD. By half-heartedly solving the needs of the retail space, they are not planning
for the long-term future and the next generation of successful retail opportunities. I want to see wonderful retail
destinations my family can walk or bike to and others as necessary, can drive to. I sincerely hope that the next
generation of people in our neighborhood will have great retail destinations available for them too.

Mr. Baker, you asked what the “harm” would be in a high-density project like this. I’m sure others may have a
different option of what is “harmful”, but in my opinion, by the petitioners refusing to back off of their planned bed
count and reducing it, they are jeopardizing their retail from possible success and that of the existing retail. They
are protecting their short-term profits while ignoring the need for adequate parking. The three massively sized
buildings seem to overwhelm the site they are proposed for and overshadow the small neighborhood to the south.

As a side note, it was virtually impossible for our neighborhood speakers to demonstrate the issues that we
wanted to highlight without having access to our overhead visuals. The technical difficulties that prevailed
disallowed us from showing our prepared material during our comments. The commission members couldn’t see
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the visuals of the numerous parking challenges in our neighborhood, such as people parking on private property
on the many uncurbed streets, or the inability to park on some streets because they are too narrow, or the “No
Parking” signs that are currently placed on private property on and around the Hillside Crossing apartments. We
couldn’t show the lack of opportunity with the nearby street configuration, to easily circle around the block again
for the second or third time to look for an open parking space. It was especially frustrating to see that the technical
issue was resolved in time for the petitioner’s visuals to rebut our concerns.

Mr. Hoffman, the Bryan Park neighbors were instrumental in requiring the South Dunn Street proposal, and the
city, to make many concessions and create great benefits to the community, as required by the PUD regulations.
That is why it is wildly successful and why we often evoked Matt Press’s name. It was not to pit the South Dunn
Street project against the Park South PUD, and the BPNA against Mark Lauchli and his family. We want the best
Park South can be for both the development and the neighborhood! We don’t want contention or aggression, but
we’ve learned we have to be strident in fulfilling our goals for having the best we can for our neighborhood and our
city!

I very much appreciate you taking the time to read my letter and I hope that you seriously consider the points I
have made.

Most sincerely,

Loree Steinmetz
1311 S. Dunn St.
770.317.9388
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James Roach <roachja@bloomington.in.gov>

Re: 602 E. Hillside

Beth Rosenbarger <rosenbab@bloomington.in.gov> Tue, Aug 9, 2016 at 4:55 PM
To: Steve Wyatt <bri@bloomingtonrestorations.org>
Cc: James Roach <roachja@bloomington.in.gov>

Hi Mr. Wyatt, 

Thank you for that info. I will add it to the file. 

Thanks again, 
Beth

On Tue, Aug 9, 2016 at 4:51 PM, Steve Wyatt <bri@bloomingtonrestorations.org> wrote:

Hello Ms. Rosenbarger:

At the request of Max Lauchli, I am writing to let you know that Bloomington Restorations, Inc. has taken an option
to accept the house at 602 E. Hillside for possible relocation. We will market the house’s availability and then once
we find someone who wants it we will acquire the house and transfer ownership to the new user along with
preservation covenants that will allow us to ensure the house is preserved in the future. We have done this
successfully with several other houses that otherwise would have been destroyed.

Steve

Steve Wyatt

Executive Director

Bloomington Restorations, Inc.

2920 E. Tenth St.

Bloomington, IN 47408

812-336-0909 office

--
Beth Rosenbarger, AICP

Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator

City of Bloomington Planning and Transportation Dept.

PO Box 100 / Showers Center City Hall / 401 N. Morton Street, Suite 130 / Bloomington, IN 47402

p: 812.349.3423 / fax: 812.349.3520 / e: rosenbab@bloomington.in.gov
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: PUD-16-16 
FIRST HEARING STAFF REPORT    DATE: August 8, 2016 
LOCATION: 600-630 E. Hillside Drive 

PETITIONER:  Mark Lauchli, Dwellings LLC 
P.O. Box 5204, Bloomington 

COUNSEL:   Bynum Fanyo and Associates, Inc 
528 N. Walnut Street, Bloomington 

REQUEST: The petitioners are requesting a rezoning of approximately 2.73 acres from 
Residential Single-Family (RS) and Residential High-Density (RH) to PUD and approval 
of a new PUD District Ordinance and Preliminary Plan for a mixed residential PUD. Also 
requested is a waiver from the 5 acre minimum PUD size. 

BACKGROUND:

Area:     2.73 acres
Current Zoning:   RS 
GPP Designation: Urban Residential
Existing Land Use:  Single family
Proposed Land Use: Commercial, multi-family, and single family 
Surrounding Uses: North � Institutional (Templeton Elementary) 

West � Commercial and multi-family
East � Multi-family  
South � Single family 

CHANGES SINCE FIRST HEARING: Based on input from the Plan Commission, the 
public, and staff, the petitioners made several changes to the proposal since the last 
hearing. The changes are mostly to Building A and Building C. Additionally, the location 
of the commercial space was switched to face Hillside, and more information has been 
provided regarding parking.  

Originally, Building A had two distinct sections: the commercial brick area and the 
residential area on the east side of the building with both lap and board and batten 
siding as well as a more modern design. Changes:  

 The length of the building along Hillside has been reduced, which provides a 
courtyard space between Buildings A and B 

 A third floor has been added, which will be all residential units. A part of the third 
floor sets back from Hillside.  

 The first two floors are brick and the third floor is siding.  
 The commercial spaces in Building A were relocated to face Hillside.  
 Space for outdoor seating has been added along Hillside, and the outdoor 

seating remains on the corner and a portion along Henderson.  
 On the south end of Building A facing Henderson, there are now two first-floor 

residential units with walk-up entrances.

Building C is the building on the south side of the property. It has parking on the first 
level with residential units above. Changes to Building C:  

 A floor has been removed, reducing the height to three stories.  
 Two efficiency and a 1-bedroom unit were added to the first floor along 

Henderson. 

Other changes include:  
 Accepting all uses for the CL zoning district as permitted uses for the commercial 

spaces.
 Meeting requirements for the 10-foot multiuse path.  
 Meeting the requirements for the 5-foot tree plot area.  
 Adding two areas of stacked parking for the internal parking areas to be assigned 

and leased to the 2-bedroom units.

Petitioners conducted a parking utilization study of the on-street parking in the area. 
Over a two-week period, petitioners surveyed the number of occupied and vacant 
parking spaces at 4 different times during the day for 6 days. The study found that there 
was on-street parking available at all times. There were only 3 instances of the 24 
observed when available on-street parking was below 20 percent. The study is 
discussed in more detail in the site design section.  

The new unit mix varies from the last proposal, but the total number of bedrooms 
remains the same.

Total Units Units Bedrooms 

2 Bedroom 20 40 

1 Bedroom 35 35 

1 Efficiency 19 19 

  Total 74 94 

REPORT: The property in question contains six parcels totaling 2.73 acres bounded by 
E. Hillside Drive to the north, S. Henderson Street to the west, a multifamily 
development to the east, and single-family homes to the south. The property is zoned 
Residential Single Family (RS) and Residential High-Density (RH) and currently 
contains 6 single-family houses.

The two houses near the intersection of Hillside and Henderson (600 and 602 E. 
Hillside) will either be demolished or donated to a local preservation group for 
relocation. These houses are both listed as contributing structures on the 2001 Survey 
of Historic Sites and structures. Demolition of the houses was approved by the Historic 
Preservation Commission at their June 23, 2016 meeting. The other four single-family 
houses will remain on the property; these houses are included in the PUD, but the main 
impact is to their driveways and parking, with the exception of 612 E. Hillside Drive, 
where a small, detached unit will be removed.
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The PUD can be broken down into two main areas: the single-family area and the 
mixed-use area.  The mixed-use area includes 3 buildings, parking, a courtyard area, 
detention pond, and other landscaping. The mixed use area is also where changes to 
the streetscape are proposed with added on-street parking, a multiuse path on 
Henderson, tree plots, space for outdoor seating, and wider, improved sidewalks.  

Of the three buildings�labeled A, B, and C�Building A is the mixed-use building that 
addresses the intersection. It is proposed as a three-story, building with commercial and 
residential on the first floor and residential units on the second and third floors. Floors 
one and two are brick, with large windows and metal canopies. The third floor is a 
combination of board and batten and lap siding. A portion of the third floor along Hillside 
is setback from the front building wall. The building has a flat roof designed to 
accommodate several solar panels on the roof as well as 1,000 square feet of a green 
roof. The roof height at the corner is 36 feet.

The four commercial spaces total 6,400 square feet. The floorplan has been changed 
and now the commercial spaces face Hillside and the intersection. There are also three 
apartment units on the first floor: two 2-bedroom units and one 1-bedroom unit. The 
building has a total of 25 units: 8 2-bedrooms; 16 1-bedrooms, and 1 efficiency.  

Building B faces Hillside Drive and contains only apartments. The proposal is for a total 
of 16 efficiency units with 8 on each floor. The building has a hip roof and proposed 
materials are shake and lap siding. The building was designed to contrast with the 
adjacent commercial building. The height of the roof ridge is 34 feet. No changes have 
been made to this building since the last meeting.  

Building C faces Henderson Street and the single-family development to the south. The 
proposal is a 3-story building. The first floor of the building would be mostly for parking 
and the upper two stories for apartments. From the south elevation, the highest point is 
41 feet and from Henderson the highest point is 36 feet. The building has a pitched roof 
and dormer windows. It utilizes several materials including cast stone, metal louvers, lap 
siding, shake siding, board and batten siding, and decorative window brackets.  Three 
apartments are at street level on Henderson and conceal the first-floor parking. The 
first-floor contains 3 apartments and 40 parking spaces. Building C has a mix of units; 
12 2-bedroom units, 19 1-bedroom units, and 2 efficiencies.  

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation and Greenways System Plan calls for a 
multiuse path along Henderson Street. The multiuse path will run from Hillside Drive to 
Winslow Road, providing a separated facility for people to safely walk and bicycle to 
many destinations along the way�Bloomington High School South, Frank Southern Ice 
Area, the YMCA, etc. The path will be on the east side of the street for its entirety. One 
of the key connections will be to the B-Link Trail, which is a separated trail that will 
connect with Switchyard Park and the B-Line. The B-Link Trail is currently under 
construction.

This section of the multiuse path will be constructed with the PUD. Staff has requested 
and the petitioners have provided a 10-foot width path along the length of the property. 
This will connect with a 10-foot wide path to the south. The path is colored concrete in 
order to differentiate it from a standard sidewalk. The commercial spaces now front on 
Hillside, instead of Henderson, reducing the concerns of conflicts.  

Other streetscape improvements include street trees, on-street parking, intersection 
improvements, and the narrowing of lanes on Hillside and Henderson. Tree plots have 
been expanded to meet minimum requirements of 5 feet in width. The on-street parking 
includes 6 parallel spaces on Henderson and 14 angled spaces on Hillside. One of the 
spaces on Hillside will be ADA van accessible parking. There has been much debate 
about angled parking in this area. The Traffic Commission has proposed and supported 
back-in angled parking for this development. This is discussed in the Site Design 
section.

GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The GPP designates this 2.73 acre site as �Urban 
Residential.� Staff notes the following policy statements that apply to this development: 

Compact Urban Form 
 (Compact urban form) should be supplemented by strategies to increase housing 

densities within the planning jurisdiction. (Page 5) 
 (Compact Urban Form) does not imply the intrusion of higher density 

development into established housing, crowding, or high rise development of a 
scale more appropriate to larger cities. (Page 5) 

 Bloomington must look inward for opportunities to accommodate continued 
growth within the existing limits of the community (page 5) 

Mitigate Traffic 
 MT-1: Develop transit-oriented site planning standards as a required component 

of development and redevelopment projects. (page 14) 
 MT-2: Require the siting of future high density multifamily and commercial 

projects within walking distance to transit routes. (page 14)  
 MT-8: Require the construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that provide 

safety and convenience in all new and redevelopment projects. Examples of 
features to be considered are sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalks, sidepaths, 
bicycle lanes, and bicycle racks. (page 15 

 MT-9: Create true pedestrian corridors by increasing the number of large 
species, street trees in tree plots, and other pedestrian amenities within the right-
of-way. (page 15) 

 MT-10: Ensure that designs for new construction and/or the retrofitting of existing 
intersections provide a safe environment for pedestrians to reduce crossing 
distances and include pedestrian signalization.  (page 15) 
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Conserve Community Character 
 Neighborhood character can evolve in a gradual and compatible way to allow 

additional density through subdivision lots and the creation of granny flats and 
duplexes. (page 17) 

Urban Residential Land Use Category 
 (The Urban Residential Land Use) category identifies existing residential areas 

with densities generally ranging from 2 units per acre to 15 units per acre. 
Additional, this category also includes �. individual vacant lots and smaller 
acreages, known as neighborhood conservation areas. (page 31) 

 The fundamental goal for (neighborhood conservation) areas is to encourage the 
maintenance of residential desirability and stability. Where new infill development 
is proposed, it should be consistent and compatible with preexisting 
developments. (page 31) 

 (The Urban Residential areas should be developed) for predominately residential 
uses; however, incorporate mixed residential densities, housing types, and non-
residential services where supported by adjacent land use patterns. (page 31) 

 Thus, the main objectives for (the Urban Residential) areas are to maintain 
adequate levels of service when possible to improve the capacity and aesthetic 
of all urban services. (page 31) 

 (The Urban Residential areas should) optimize street, bicycle, and pedestrian 
connectivity to adjacent neighborhoods as well as community activity centers. 
(page 31) 

 (The Urban Residential areas should) ensure that new common open space is 
truly usable and accessible. (page 31) 

 (The Urban Residential areas should) provide for marginally higher development 
densities while ensuring preservation of sensitive environmental features and 
taking into consideration infrastructure capacity as well as the relationship 
between new development and adjacent existing neighborhoods. (page 31) 
�development of�small parcels should respect the unique character and 
development pattern of the neighborhood. The development should emphasize 
building and site compatibility with existing densities, intensities, building types 
and other site planning features.  (page 31) 

PUD REVIEW ISSUES: 

Use Issues: The petitioners have proposed a list of uses for the commercial area of the 
development. The proposal is to follow the Commercial Limited (CL) zoning district. The 
petitioners updated the District Statement to include all uses within the CL district. The 
CL zoning district intent fits this area well, and there is CL zoning adjacent to this 
property.

Underlying Zoning Districts: In the District Ordinance, the petitioners propose utilizing 
CL as underlying zoning. However, this does not function with the multifamily structures 
proposed. Building C is 41 feet at its tallest, which exceeds the CL maximum height of 
40 feet. Additionally, first floor dwelling units are not permitted in CL. The maximum 

height in the RH zoning district is 50 feet. This needs to be resolved with the petitioner 
and addressed in the District Ordinance. The District Ordinance proposes RH zoning as 
the underlying zoning for the single-family houses portion of the PUD. At this time, no 
other uses or densities are proposed for this area of the development. In order to 
change that, a PUD amendment would be necessary in the future.

Architectural Standards: Architectural Standards have been submitted for the PUD 
that follow CL zoning standards. Staff finds this to be too general to ensure the quality of 
development proposed for the site. The CL District can be a useful template, but staff 
recommends more detail and narrowly tailoring the standards to provide more 
predictability.  

Occupancy: Occupancy was not discussed in the district ordinance. If the goal is to set 
the underlying zoning district as �CL� and �RH,� then occupancy of all dwelling units 
would be the multi-family definition of �family� which includes not more than 5 unrelated 
adults. For the apartments, staff recommends a maximum occupancy of 3 unrelated 
adults or one family, according to the definition of �family.� 

SITE DESIGN: 

Development Standards: The submitted PUD District Ordinance proposes utilizing CL 
zoning standards; however, Building C does not meet these standards in reference to 
height. The District Ordinance needs to better reflect the buildings presented as part of 
the preliminary plan.  

Impervious Surfaces: The petitioners propose a maximum impervious surface 
coverage of 64%. This percentage is more than the RM and RS districts (40%), and the 
RH and CL districts (50%). Impervious surface coverage relates to the density, height, 
number of units, and parking ratio. If the impervious coverage is deemed too high, then 
one or more of the other variables will need to be changed as well. The petitioner is 
proposing a 1,000 square foot green roof and capturing rainwater for reuse from the 
roof of Building A.  

Access and Parking layout: There is an on-site parking ratio of 1 space per 1 
bedroom, which is the parking maximum for multifamily. There are 94 parking spaces 
on-site for the 94 proposed bedrooms. On the street, they are proposing adding 6 
parallel spaces and 14 angled parking spaces. There are three ways for a vehicle to 
access the site: a curb cut on Hillside and one on Henderson that lead to internal site 
parking. One additional curb cut on S. Henderson aligns with Southern Drive and 
provides access to first floor parking under Building C.  

The islands within the parking lot have been enlarged to meet the UDO parking lot 
landscaping standards. Landscaping species and quantity will be reviewed at the Final 
Plan stage. Staff recommends following the standards in the UDO or detailing proposed 
landscaping standards within the District Ordinance.  
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Right-of-Way: Hillside and Henderson are both classified as Secondary Arterials in the 
thoroughfare plan. Both of these require 80 feet of right-of-way, or 40 feet from the 
centerline. The right-of-way dedication is shown on the site plan adjacent to the mixed-
use portion of the site, but it needs to be dedicated in front of the single-family houses 
as well.

Phasing and Final Plan Review: The petitioners have developed a phasing plan for 
the public and private improvements in the PUD.  

 Phase 1: Construction of Buildings A and B along with associated parking and 
infrastructure improvements, the maintenance building, recycling center and 
trash compactor. The streetscape along Hillside will also be completed. 
Stormwater quality and quantity facility would be completed. All streetscape 
improvements with the exception of those immediately in front of Building C. 
Anticipated timing: late fall of 2016 with completion in May/June of 2017 

 Phase 2: Building C and associated infrastructure including the streetscape 
improvements and multiuse path. Anticipated timing: fall of 2017 with completion 
in May of 2018 

In addition to the proposed phasing plan, the petitioners have requested staff-level Final 
Plan review. Staff level final plan is typically reserved for projects where there is a high 
level of detail already provided with the Preliminary Plan and District Ordinance. The 
preliminary plan and elevations submitted have provided a high-level of detail. Staff 
recommends Final Plan review be completed at staff level.  

Architecture: The petitioners have submitted schematic renderings of the potential 
architecture as well as architectural standards. The mass of Building C has been 
reduced by removing one story.  The design of the commercial building fits within the 
context of the area and historic commercial building sytles. By using a different material, 
the third floor on Building A appears less imposing and is consistent with additions to 
historic buildings. The design of the two residential buildings have less of an urban 
feeling, and the BHPC commented that the residential buildings �feel suburban.� The
liner apartments added to Building C improve the street-level appeal and design. The 
pattern for the materials was slightly altered on Building C to create a more cohesive 
feel. At the first hearing, Plan Commission members expressed a range of opinions on 
the architecture.

Transit: The PUD site will include one bus stop along Hillside. The intersection is 
served by two Bloomington Transit routes: Route 1 and Route 7.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Design: The PUD preliminary plan attempts to provide 
walkable, pedestrian friendly design.  Sidewalks and tree plots are shown on Hillside Dr. 
and Henderson St. Tree species and spacing will be determined by UDO standards with 
the Final Plan. There will be a 10-foot multiuse path along Henderson. Along Hillside, 
there will be a 5-foot sidewalk.

Space for outdoor seating is provided in front of Building A and is approximately 10 feet 
in width. The elevation varies and the outdoor seating varies from above grade to 
slightly below grade. The outdoor seating area at the corner and along Henderson are 
slightly above the grade of the sidewalk. These seating areas will be flat in order for 
tables and chairs to stay level. Along the east side of Building A, the outdoor space is 
slightly below the sidewalk. Below grade seating is not ideal, but there is a balance with 
keeping the first floor of the commercial space on one level to accommodate changing 
or growing business needs. Outdoor diners can still interact with passersby on the 
sidewalk and vice-versa. The railing and planters serve to delineate the space as a 
porous border. Additionally, there are multiple outdoor seating options�below, at, and 
above grade for the site.

Bicycle Parking: The petitioner has committed to providing the number and type of 
bicycling parking required per UDO standards. Some of the commercial bicycle parking 
spaces can be seen in the building elevations. Long term bicycle storage will be 
provided in Buildings A, B, and C, but the design details of the indoor bicycle parking 
areas have not yet been provided. These details can be resolved at the Final Plan stage 
and bicycle parking must meet UDO requirements.   

Parking: The site plan has 94 on-site parking spaces for the apartments. This is a ratio 
of one parking space per one bedroom, which is the maximum permitted per the UDO. 
The proposal includes 20 on-street parking spaces. The development includes 6,400 
square feet of commercial space, divided between 4 tenant spaces. Considering a 
possible mix of uses from the CL permitted uses, 20 spaces is close to the UDO�s 
maximum parking requirements. If this site were in a location with no on-street parking, 
the UDO would cap the total number of on-site parking spaces as follows for this one 
possible scenario:

Chart 1: Possible Development Scenario and Maximum Parking Standards 

Tenant Use Parking Ratio 

Commercial 

Tenant  

Space Size 

Maximum 

Permitted 

Spaces 

Restaurant 1: 200 sq. ft. 2,000 sq. ft. 10 

Fitness/Training Studio 1: 400 sq. ft. 1,530 sq. ft. 3 

Business/professional Office 1: 300 sq. ft. 1,580 sq. ft. 5 

Retail, low-intensity 1: 300 sq. ft. 1,233 sq. ft. 4 

    Total:  22 

According to these numbers, providing 20 on-street parking spaces is close to the 
maximum permitted for the zoning district. This is one scenario. If all of the commercial 
spaces were to be filled by one use, the following chart demonstrates several of those 
possibilities and the corresponding maximum parking per UDO standards:  
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Chart 2: Possible Uses and Maximum Parking Standards 

Tenant Use Parking Ratio 

Entire 

Commercial 

Space 

Maximum 

Permitted 

Spaces 

Restaurant 1: 200 sq. ft.  6400 sq. ft.   32 

Fitness/Training Studio 1: 400 sq. ft.  6400 sq. ft.   16 

Business/professional Office 1: 300 sq. ft.  6400 sq. ft.   21 

Retail, low-intensity 1: 300 sq. ft.  6400 sq. ft.   21 

The petitioner submitted a street parking utilization study at staff�s request. For two 
weeks, the petitioner counted the number of occupied on-street parking spaces in the 
area to gauge the amount of parking available at different times of day. They collected 
data on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays at 9:00 am, noon, 5:00 pm, and 8:00 pm. 
Two charts below outline the results of the number of vacant spaces at those times.  

Across the 24 observations, there were only 2 instances when fewer than 15 percent of 
spaces were available. More than half of the time, 40 percent or more of spaces were 
available. According to research in on-street parking, aiming for 15 percent of spaces to 
be unoccupied at any time is a good goal, which allows for people to come and go and 
visit commercial spaces. Parking researcher Donald Shoup, PhD and transportation 
researcher Todd Litman, PhD have several studies that recommend approximately one 
in eight parking spaces be vacant at any one time. This works out to 12.5% vacancy 
(Shoup, Cruising for Parking, 2007) (Litman, Parking Policy Implementation Guidelines,
2015).

Parking Study Area: 

Chart 3: Percent of Vacant On-Street Parking Spaces 
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Chart 4: Number of Vacant On-Street Parking Spaces 
The Traffic Commission voted unanimously to support back-in angled parking at this 
location. Back-in angled parking is safer than pull-in angled parking. It would be the first 
location for back-in parking in Bloomington; however, it is prevalent in many other cities. 
While this will be an adjustment for some drivers, that will be true no matter where it is 
installed in town as a �first� location. The Traffic Commission recommended this parking 
configuration for both Hillside and Henderson as opposed to pull-in angled parking. Staff 
recommends continuing with the parallel parking on Henderson and switching the 
angled parking on Hillside to back-in angled. The Traffic Commission does not review 
nor comment on the number of parking spaces provided.  

Utilities: A schematic utility plan has been submitted to CBU and is under review. 
Water and sewer are already available on the site. Interior water and sewer mains will 
be private facilities.  

Stormwater: A schematic stormwater plan has been submitted to CBU and is under 
review. This plan includes a detention pond on the south side of the property.

CONCLUSIONS: Staff supports the project and finds that this petition satisfies some of 
the GPP goals including mixed residential housing types and connectivity. Some topics 
for discussion at the hearing, or between staff and petitioner prior to the third hearing, 
include the following:

 Including more detail in the architectural standards 
 Including commitments to the discussed positive environmental measures 
 Including more detail in the District Ordinance 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends forwarding this petition to the September 12, 
2016 Plan Commission meeting.
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION CASE #: SP-21-16
STAFF REPORT DATE: September 12, 2016
Location: 619 Morton Street

PETITIONER: Tech Park Housing, LLC
601 N. College Ave., Bloomington

CONSULTANT: Studio 3 Design, Inc.
8604 Allisonville Rd., Suite 330, Indianapolis

REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting site plan approval in order to build a 3-story mixed 
use building with 2,400 square feet of commercial space and 14 multi-family dwelling 
units. 

Area: 0.19 Acres
Zoning: Commercial Downtown/Shower Technology Park Overlay 
GPP Designation: Downtown
Existing Land Use: Vacant 
Proposed Land Use: Mixed use (commercial and Multi-family Residential)
Surrounding Uses: North – Mixed Use

West – Vacant – Historic Showers Mill and Kiln 
buildings within the Trades District

South – Vacant – Historic Showers Administration 
Building and garage within the Trades District

East – Multi-family 

REPORT: The subject property is located on the west side of N. Morton Street between 
W. 10th Street and W. 11th Street. The property is made up of a single 0.19 acre platted 
lot and is currently vacant. It is bound on the north and west by platted alleys. The property 
is zoned Commercial Downtown (CD) and is within the Showers Technology Park Overlay
(STPO). 

Since the August meeting when the petition was not heard and continued, the petitioner 
has amended the site plan to bring it more in line with the UDO requirements for the 
Showers Tech Park Overlay. The petitioner has removed the ground floor apartments and 
converted all of the first floor to non-residential space and building services spaces. 
Removal of these apartments and reconfiguring the upper floor units brings the site plan 
in line with Density requirements. 

With the current petition, the petitioner proposes to construct a 3-story, mixed-use building 
on the property. The proposed building would have approximately 2,400 square feet of 
commercial space on the first floor and a mix of 1 bedroom and studio apartments on the 
upper floors with a total of 14 units and 14 bedrooms. 

71



Plan Commission Site Plan Review: Three aspects of this project require that the 
petition be reviewed by the Plan Commission, per BMC 20.03.370. These aspects are 
as follows:

The proposal is adjacent to a residential use (North)

The proposal includes waivers to the standards in BMC 20.03.400 and 20.03.410

SITE PLAN REVIEW

Residential Density: The property is approximately 0.19 acres in area. The petition is 
for 14 units with 14 total bedrooms (13 studio apartments and 1 1-bedroom apartment).
The STPO allows for 15 units per acre, or 2.85 units on this property. The proposed 
density, once DUEs are considered, is 2.85 DUEs.

First Floor Use: Since the packet was created for the August meeting, the petitioner has 
amended the site plan to include 2,400 square feet of commercial space on the first floor 
and no apartments. 

Height: The building is three stories and 44 feet tall. The maximum height in the STPO 
is 45 feet. 

Modulation: The building is less than 60 feet wide, therefore no horizontal modulation in 
the façade is required. 

Step back: The STPO requires that any building over 35 feet in height must step back 
the portion over 35 feet a minimum of 15 feet from the front build-to-line. At the tallest, 
this building is 44 feet tall.  All portions of the building, including the height above 35 feet,
are built to the build-to-line without a step back. A waiver is required.

Building Height Step Back Waiver-20.03.410(c)(3): A waiver from the minimum 
stepback height architectural standard of the DCO is required. Staff believes this 
requirement was created to ensure a stepback for building taller than 3 stories in 
height. Staff recommends approval of this waiver.

Historic Alignment and Stepdown: This property is immediately adjacent to the 
Showers Administration Building and associated “garage.” The Showers Administration 
Building was recently protected as a local historic structure, along with the Mill and Kiln 
buildings. The associated garage building was not locally designated, but is listed on both 
the 2001 Historic Survey and the 2015 SHAARD as a contributing historic structure. The 
STPO requires that new building adjacent to surveyed historic structures match the front 
setback of the historic structure and be no more than 1 story taller than the historic 
structure. The garage building is set at the far back side of the lot and is only 1 story tall. 
The building is also partially built into the grade and appears shorter than 1 story as 
viewed from Morton Street. Waivers are required for these two standards.

Historic Alignment and Stepdown-20.03.410(a)(2) & 20.03.410(c)(2): While the 
Showers garage building is a surveyed contributing historic structure, it was not 
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deemed important to preserve as a local historic structure when the Administration 
Building, Mill and Kiln were preserved. The building is setback much further from 
the street than is appropriate for new downtown building. The height is also not of
a scale compatible with downtown policies. The proposed building is of a similar 
height and alignment as the Administration Building further to the south. Staff 
recommends approval of this waiver. 

Parking: The petitioner is proposing 8 off-street parking spaces that directly access the 
two adjacent alleys. Within the STPO, the UDO sets a minimum parking requirement for 
the project’s 14 bedrooms at 2 off-street parking spaces. The maximum parking for the 
first floor, assuming office use, is 8 spaces. This petition meets the minimum and does 
not exceed the maximum permitted parking requirements.

Bicycle Parking: A 14 bedroom multi-family development requires 4 bicycle parking 
spaces.  In addition, the commercial space requires 4 bicycle parking spaces for a total 
of 8 spaces. The site plan currently shows 4 class-2 spaces along Morton St. and 4 Class-
1 spaces inside of the building.

Materials: The majority of the building is clad in brick, metal panels and storefront glass.
Metal panels are a permitted secondary material and account for less than 20% of the 
façade.

Streetscape: The existing combined curb and sidewalk would be replaced with a 
sidewalk separated from the street by a 5 foot tree zone with street trees in grates. 
Pedestrian scale lighting is proposed on Morton St. in accordance with the STPO. In 
addition, 2 on-street parking spaces would be removed to extend the curb line and create 
“bump-outs” to narrow the street and protect the on-street parking. The location of the 
street trees may need to be adjusted in order to avoid underground utility lines.

Entrances: The building contains a prominent pedestrian entrance for the non-residential 
use which contains or will contain three of the required entrance details of 20.03.410 
(b)(5). Due to grade issues and the inability to create a flat landing zone along the street, 
the accessible entrance will be to the rear of the building. 

Void-to-solid Percentage: The STPO sets a minimum upper story void-to-solid 
architectural standard at 20%.  The petition contains approximately 35% void. The STPO
also sets a minimum first floor void-to-solid at 40%, “consisting of display windows, entries 
and doors.” The proposed building contains approximately 40% void on Morton St.

Utilities: Water and sanitary sewer services are available in Morton Street.  Stormwater 
will be captured and directed to the nearby public storm sewers. Stormwater and utility 
plans have been submitted to the City Utilities Department and are under review. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The Bloomington 
Environmental Commission (EC) has made 2 recommendations concerning this 
development. 
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1.) The EC recommends the building be re-designed to have a modern look and 
feel, and use sustainable building practices.

Staff response: The petition meets architectural and material requirements of 
the UDO and STOP. 

2.) The Petitioner should apply real, green building practices to create a high 
performance, low carbon-footprint structure that reflect the sustainable practices 
called out for in the Master Plan.

Staff response: While highly desirable, these items are not required by UDO.

CONCLUSION: Staff finds that the petition meets most requirements of the UDO and the 
STPO inclusion height, parking, density and first floor use. The required height and 
alignment waivers adjacent to the historic garage would be required for nearly any 
building that would be built on this lot. This garage is anticipated to eventually be 
demolished per the “Master Plan and Redevelopment Strategy/Certified Technology 
Park.”  While some parts of the petition do not meet the standards of the STPO, the 
requested waivers are appropriate based on the merits of proposal, its compatibility with 
surrounding buildings and compliance with the recommendations of the Downtown Plan.

RECOMMENDATION: Based on the written findings above, staff recommends approval 
of SP-21-16 with the following conditions:

1. A staff level right-of-way encroachment agreement is required for the street light 
and the bike racks in the right-of-way.

2. A Maintenance of Traffic Plan must be approved as part of the right-of-way 
excavation permit. Any street or sidewalk closures of more than 14 days must be 
approved by the Board of Public Works. Any removal of metered parking spaces 
from service must be paid to the City prior to release of a grading permit. 

3. Entrance from Morton Street must contain three of the required entrance details of 
20.03.410 (b)(5). 
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MEMORANDUM

Date: September 1, 2016

To: Bloomington Plan Commission

From: Bloomington Environmental Commission

Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner

Subject: SP-21-16: Tech Park Housing, LLC

619 N. Morton Street

____________________________________________________________________________

This memorandum contains the Environmental Commission’s (EC) input and recommendations 

regarding a proposal to build a mixed use structure within the Trades District Certified 

Technology Park (CTP).  The site is in the Commercial Downtown District and Showers 

Technology Park Overlay.

ISSUES OF THE MASTER PLAN

1.)  SUSTAINABILITY

The EC is still not fond of this proposal because we believe that it does not reflect what was 

envisioned in the “Master Plan and Redevelopment Strategy / Certified Technology Park, 

Bloomington, Indiana July 2013 (Master Plan).” To view the Master Plan please see   

http://bloomington.in.gov/media/media/application/pdf/15735.pdf.

The Master Plan was intended to “assist the City and community in realizing the vision for the 

area as a sought-after model of modern, sustainable urban redevelopment that nurtures creativity 

and entrepreneurship among its citizens and workforce, helps brand Bloomington as a lively tech 

sector hub, attracts private investment, employment and visitors, and provides welcoming living 

options to citizens.”  The EC doesn’t believe this petition embodies this vision because 

sustainable building practices are not being used, and we don’t believe the design is modern and 

creative, or invites walkability.

ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN

2.)  GREEN BUILDING

The EC recommends that the developer plan and commit to as many best practices for energy 

savings and resource conservation as possible, rather than simply stating an interest as the 

Petitioner’s Statement did.  Additionally, the EC does not consider following existing building 

and energy codes to be “green building”, or that concrete blocks, called concrete masonry units 

(CMU) by some, or cast concrete, are examples of “green friendly” as the Petitioner’s Statement 

also claimed.
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Some examples of best practices that go beyond the building and energy codes mentioned in the 

Petitioner’s Statement include enhanced insulation; high efficiency heating and cooling; low 

flow toilets; programmable thermostats in each unit; sustainable floor coverings; and recycled 

products such as carpet and counter tops.  Some specific recommendations to mitigate the effects 

of climate change and dwindling resources 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.

Solar panels This building is ideal for photovoltaic (PV) solar panels because the roof is flat.  

The price of PV systems is dropping daily and the full-cost-accounting price of carbon-based 

electricity is skyrocketing.   

Charging stations for electric vehicles Many people are now purchasing electric vehicles (EV), 

making installation of charging stations a necessity for residents.  Therefore the EC recommends 

that electric charging stations be installed for some of the parking spaces.

Green building and environmental stewardship are of utmost importance to the people of 

Bloomington and sustainable features are consistent with the spirit of the Unified Development 

Ordinance (UDO) and the Master Plan. 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 former 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.

EC RECOMMENDATIONS

1.)  The EC recommends the building be re-designed to have a modern look and feel, and use 

sustainable building practices.

2.) The Petitioner should apply real, green building practices to create a high performance, low 

carbon-footprint structure that reflect the sustainable practices called out for in the Master Plan.
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8604 Allisonville Road, Suite #330 · Indianapolis, IN 46250 · Phone (317) 595-1000 · Fax (317) 572-1236

August 29, 2016

City of Bloomington Planning Department
P.O. Box 100
Bloomington, IN 47402

Attn: Mr. James Roach

RE: 619 N. Morton St.

PETITIONERS STATEMENT

Dear Mr. Roach

Studio 3 Design is pleased to submit the attached apartment development, “619 N. Morton” for
Plan Commission review. The following document outlines the project scope and addresses
comments received to date regarding the project. Please take time to review and contact us with
any additional questions.

Apartment Types Count Beds

Studio Apartment 13 Units 13 Beds
1 Bedroom Flat 1 Units 1 Beds

14 Units 14 Beds

Property density:

Site: 62.75’ x 131.5’= .19 acres
15 DUE’s/acre = 2.85 DUE’s allowed

Studio .20 DUE x 13 = 2.6 DUE’s
1 bed . .25 DUE x 2 = 0.25 DUE’s

2.85 DUE’s provided

Project Location

The project is located along the west side of Morton St. just north of 10th Street in the Showers
Technology Park Overlay district. The surrounding land use includes apartment buildings to the
East, an office/apartment building to the north, the Showers Mill building to the west and the
Showers Administration Building and a vacant lot with a garage to the south. The property is
currently unimproved.

79



619 N. Morton St Petitioners Statement
August 29, 2016
Page 2

8604 Allisonville Road, Suite #330 · Indianapolis, IN 46250 · Phone (317)595-1000 · Fax (317)572-1236

Project Concept

The buildings architecture is defined by a strong brick, glass, metal panel and fiber cement reveal
panel façade capped with a linear roof element along Morton St. Brick veneer wraps back the
immediate north and south facades and transitions to a regular rhythm of residential scale
windows, fiber cement siding and exterior walkways. The fiber cement element extends past the
5’ setback in the center of the east façade to create an interesting entry portal into the non-
residential space on Level 1. The overall form, detailing and material palette has been composed
to provide a modern feel while still blending in architecturally with the surrounding developments.
The structure takes a simple shape for building efficiency with 2 full levels of apartment units
stacking directly over a mixed use Level 1.

Non-Residential Space

Non-residential space is required in the Showers Tech Park Overlay district for the ground floor
footprint. Non-residential applies to any allowable type of business or retail for the area. We are
excited to have Smithville as a proposed tenant for the retail space on level 1. They have signed
a letter of intent to move to this location and will provide the infrastructure backbone for the
telecommunication system for the Tech Park. Having Smithville in place at this location will allow
future Tech Park businesses the security of knowing the systems are there for their businesses to
tap into as they get ready to bring their businesses on line.

Recycling
As part of the project we are planning on the providing recycling as an option for the tenants.
Space will be provided in the trash enclosure for recycling totes and pick-up will be provided.
We see this as a great amenity for the young professionals / Tech park employees that may
choose to live here.

Parking Counts

Required parking for non-residential 6 spaces
Based on office use tenant (75% x 1 space/300 s.f.)

Required parking for 14 beds 2 spaces .
Parking provided 8 spaces

Setbacks

The building is positioned on the building-to-line along Morton Street, and has greater than 5’-0”
of setback along the north, south and west property lines.

Streetscape

A simple rhythm of (2) grated trees and a single pole mounted street lamp are set in a hard-scape
concrete sidewalk to enhance the curb appeal and charm of the development. Where possible,
additional landscaping and bike racks have been provided.

Site Accessibility

Due to the existing natural slope of the site, an accessible entrance cannot be provided from
Morton St. A single 6” step is required to get to the non-residential entrance. An accessible path
has been provided to the back side of the non-residential space and an accessible apartment unit
on Level 1.
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619 N. Morton St Petitioners Statement
August 29, 2016
Page 3

8604 Allisonville Road, Suite #330 · Indianapolis, IN 46250 · Phone (317)595-1000 · Fax (317)572-1236

Building Façade modules

The building provides (1) 5’-0” setback on the east façade per UDO requirements. The setback is
accented with alternate materials and variations in material modulation, a pronounced entry
canopy, and a clearly marked entry point to help accent the building setback.

Building Height

The overall building height is based off a level 1 floor height at the pedestrian entrance in the
center of the building along Morton Street. The highest parapet on the building is 38’-0” level 1
finished floor. The project site slopes approximately 6 feet away from this level with a low point at
the SW corner of the site. This puts the highest point of the building approx. 44’-0” above the
lowest point on site, which is within the allowable height of the overlay district of 45’.

Building Materials

Brick, metal panel system and storefront glass form the palette for the public facing Morton St
elevation of the building. The North, South and West facades are a min. of 80% brick with the
remaining area clad in a panelized fiber cement and reveal system. This combination of materials
complies with the standards as outlined in the Udo for the Tech Park Overlay.

Void to Solid Percentages

The UDO asks for a building in this overlay district to have a 40% void to solid ratio on the ground
floor and 20% void to solid ratio on the upper floors facing a public street. The East façade
(Morton St.) currently has 40.1% void space on the ground floor and 35.8% void space on the
upper floors, meeting the requirement.

Building Step Back

The Showers Tech Park Overlay district requires that any building over 35’ step back at the 35’
mark a minimum of 15’ from the build-to line. This requirement is intended to change the feel of
buildings that have a full 4th story – not to require the last few feet of a building parapet to be
pushed back 15’.
The building along Morton Street ranges in height above the sidewalk from 36’ to 38’ above the
sidewalk and does not step back at the 35’-0” mark. A waiver will be sought for building step
back.

Bike Storage/ Parking

An effort has been made to make the facility “bike friendly” through the incorporation of bike
parking focused around the Morton Street entry point and the resident entry point around the
back of the building. A minimum of (4) Class 2 spaces are required for both the residential and
non-residential portions of the building. (4) Class 2 bicycle spaces are provided along Morton
Street in proximity of the building entrance. Another (4) Class 2 bicycle spaces are provided at
the rear of the non-residential space which is the primary resident entrance point on site.

Environmental Considerations

The developer is interested in providing a building that is sensitive to the concerns of today’s built
environment. The building will be designed to meet the requirements of the IECC and ASHRAE
Standard 90.1, as well as several state-specific codes as required by the federal government. As
such, we are reviewing the incorporation of the following into the project:

“Green friendly” building materials – This includes both materials with recycled content
as well as building materials that have been harvested and manufactured within a 500
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619 N. Morton St Petitioners Statement
August 29, 2016
Page 4

8604 Allisonville Road, Suite #330 · Indianapolis, IN 46250 · Phone (317)595-1000 · Fax (317)572-1236

mile radius. Examples of these materials include cementitious siding/panels, brick, CMU
blocks, and cast concrete.

High efficiency appliances and building systems.

Energy efficient windows with low-E glazing

White reflective roofing membrane for energy conservation and reduced heat island
effect.

Use of larger window openings for natural day lighting of interior spaces to cut down on
the use of artificial lighting.

Energy efficient lighting fixtures

Recycling

Encroachments:

The project will require the following encroachments with the city:

(2) Street trees and (1) pole mounted street light along Morton Street.

Building Canopy over the non-residential entrance along Morton Street.

Trash Removal

Trash removal has been provided off of the North alley. The grade will be leveled at this location
to assist in the roll-out of trash containers on pick-up days. The alley will be modified to have a
concrete apron for the garbage truck to sit on while dumping the trash.

Anticipated Waivers

We will be asking for 2 waivers for the development:

1. Historic Alignment and Stepdown – The proposed building is greater than 14’ above the
adjacent garage and does not align with the front façade do to the extreme setback from
the city.

2. Building Height Stepback - A waiver is being requested to allow the building to not step
back at 35 feet above grade.

Respectfully submitted,

STUDIO 3 DESIGN, INC

J. Zach Bode
Architect
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION   CASE #: SP-23-16 
STAFF REPORT      DATE: September 12, 2016 
Location: 113 N. Dunn Street 
                  
PETITIONER: Bloomington Bagel Company LLC 
   113 N. Dunn Street, Bloomington   
 
CONSULTANTS: Tabor/Bruce Architecture and Design 
   1101 S. Walnut Street, Bloomington 
    
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting site plan approval for a four-story mixed use 
building. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Area:     .07 acres  
Current Zoning:   CD – University Village Overlay 
GPP Designation:  Downtown 
Existing Land Use:  Restaurant 
Proposed Land Use:  Mixed Use  
Surrounding Uses: North/West – Multifamily  

East  – Parking lot, People’s Park 
South – Commercial 

 
REPORT: The property is located on the west side of N. Dunn Street between E. 
Kirkwood Ave and E. 6th Street The property is zoned Commercial Downtown (CD) and 
is located in the University Village Overland (UVO). There is a platted alley on the south 
side of the property. Surrounding land uses include historic residential uses to the north 
and northwest, commercial uses along Kirkwood Ave. to the south and People’s Park and 
an IU parking lot to the east. The property currently contains a 1-story restaurant that fills 
the property.  
 
The petitioner proposes to demolish the existing building and to build a 4-story mixed use 
building. The building would contain 16 very small studio apartments (less than 350 
square feet) and a 1400 square feet restaurant space. One accessible apartment is 
proposed on the first floor. The petition meets the minimum 50% first floor commercial 
requirement. No off-street parking is proposed with this site plan. The roof is accessible 
and usable for catering and other commercial use. If approved, the petitioner would need 
to request a Conditional Use for a Standardized Business in the UVO to allow for the 
Bloomington Bagel Co. to relocate into this building.  
 
This proposal was reviewed as a courtesy by the Historic Preservation Commission at its 
regular meeting on September 8, 2016. The property is located immediately to the south 
and to the side of a surveyed historic residential structure at the SW corner of Dunn and 
6th. That meeting took place after the writing of this report, but before the Plan 
Commission meeting. Staff will present their feedback at the meeting.  
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Plan Commission Site Plan Review:  Two aspects of this project require that the petition 
be reviewed by the Plan Commission, per BMC 20.03.170.  These aspects are as follows: 

• The petitioner is requesting waivers to multiple standards in BMC 20.03.190 and 
20.03.200. 

• The proposal is adjacent to a residential use. 
 
SITE PLAN ISSUES:  
 
Residential Density: The maximum residential density in the University Village Overlay 
is 33 units per acre. The petition site is roughly 0.07 acres. Based on the acreage, the 
maximum Dwelling Unit Equivalents for the property is 2.31 DUEs. The proposal of 16 
studio apartments accounts for a total of 3.2 DUEs.  If the 4th floor were removed, the 
petition would have 11 studio apartments and only 2.2 DUEs.  
 

Residential Density Waiver – 20.03.190(a)(1): The site is very small. Density, 
height, on-site parking and design are interconnected. Staff would like to discuss 
this waiver in more depth during the hearing and has no recommendation at this 
time.  

 
Parking: The UDO requires 3 parking spaces for the residential units; no parking is 
required for the commercial use. The petitioner is proposing no on-site parking. On-street 
parking is available on Dunn, Kirkwood and 6th. A City owned public parking lot exists at 
Dunn and 4th. Indiana University permits after hours parking in its surface parking lot to 
the east. Public parking is also available for a fee at the Indiana University Poplars Garage 
a ½ block to the north. The downtown is well-served by transit and 5 different routes use 
Kirkwood Ave. If the fourth floor were removed, the petition would only require 1 off-street 
parking space. 
 

Parking Waiver – 20.03.190(c)(2): The site is very small. Density, height, on-site 
parking and design are interconnected. Staff would like to discuss this waiver in 
more depth during the hearing and has no recommendation at this time. 

 
Materials: The building is clad with brick, metal and painted smooth face concrete block 
on the alleys. Because of the size of the lot, the petitioner anticipates the need to build 
the building from the “inside out.”  They have chosen materials that can be installed 
without the need for an exterior scaffolding on the south, west or north façades. In 
addition, the petitioner has regular problems with graffiti at the existing restaurant building. 
The smooth faced concrete block was chosen because it can be easily painted to cover 
graffiti. Because the building is built to the property line on all sides it is not feasible to 
include windows on the north or south sides of the building because of fire codes. The 
petitioner has attempted to increase the visual interest of these sides of the building 
through faux glass panels that tie into the actual glass panels on the front and decorative 
brick courses. Waivers are required to permit the smooth faced concrete block and the 
amount of metal siding.  
 

Materials Waiver – 20.03.200(a)(5): Materials proposed are related to the specific 
challenges to constructing and maintaining this building. Staff would like to discuss 
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this waiver in more depth during the hearing and has no recommendation at this 
time.  

 
Street Trees: Street trees are required along Dunn Street. However because of the 
location of existing combined curb and sidewalks on adjacent lots and the need to keep 
a clear, straight path for ADA compliance, a planting area is proposed but it pushed 
against the building. This planting area will include shrubs, but given how close it is to the 
building it can not include trees. A Waiver from 20.03.200(a)(4)(A) is required.  
 
Impervious Surface Coverage: This portion of the UVO permits a maximum impervious 
surface coverage of 85%. The existing lot is 100% impervious. Immediately to the south 
of the alley, within the Kirkwood Corridor portion of the UVO, 100% impervious surface 
coverage is permitted. A wavier from 20.03.190(a)(2)(A) is required.  
 
Building Height: The UVO permits a maximum building height of 40 feet. The main 
parapet line of the building is proposed at 41’6”. The building includes a section at the 
north end that is taller to accommodate a stair tower to access a useable roof. The full 
height of the building is 51’6”. The UVO does not require an upper story step back. A 
waiver from the maximum height is required. If the 4th floor were removed, the building 
would be approximately 42’6” with the stair tower.  
 

Height Waiver – 20.03.190(b)(1)(B): The site is very small. Density, height, on-
site parking and design are interconnected.  Staff would like to discuss this waiver 
in more depth during the hearing and has no recommendation at this time.  

 
Building Height Step Down: The UVO requires that buildings located to the side of a 
surveyed historic structure not be more than one story, or 14 feet, taller than the surveyed 
structure. The two-story residential building to the north is listed as contributing in the 
survey. The proposed building is one story plus a stair tower, or 18’6” taller than the 
surveyed historic structure. A waiver is required. If the 4th floor were removed, the building 
would meet this requirement.  
 

Building Height Step Down Waiver-20.03.200(c)(2): The site is very small. 
Density, height, on-site parking and design are interconnected.  Staff would like to 
discuss this waiver in more depth during the hearing and has no recommendation 
at this time. 

 
Bicycle Parking: The development requires 4 bicycle parking spaces for the commercial 
uses and 4 for the residential uses. The plan shows short term commercial parking in the 
Dunn Street right-of-way and long term tenant parking in the building.  
 
Windows: While the upper floor windows meet the minimum 1.5:1 height to width ratio 
they are ganged together to create larger horizontal openings. The windows also have a 
modern aesthetic and do not contain the more traditional required sills and lintels. Finally, 
the stair towers include a curtain wall of windows that extend from the ground to the roof. 
Waivers are required from 20.03.200(b)(3)(C).  
 
Lighting: A streetlight is required on Dunn Street near the alley. The light is not yet shown 
on the plans. 
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Pedestrian Facilities: Combined curb and sidewalk existing along Dunn Street and will 
be rebuilt with this petition. No additional Bloomington Transit facilities are required with 
the development. Bloomington Transit has 5 routes on Kirkwood Ave. and one on Dunn 
Street. 
 
Void-to-Solid Percentage: The UVO sets a minimum first floor void-to-solid requirement 
of 50% and an upper story void of 20%, consisting of transparent glass or façade 
openings, for facades facing a street. The proposal meets this requirement.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The Bloomington 
Environmental Commission (EC) has made two recommendations concerning this 
development.   
 

1.) The Petitioner should reduce the size and scale of the building footprint to allow 
additional landscaping, thus improving the walkability and reducing the site’s 
total environmental footprint. 

 
2.) The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create a 

high performance, low-carbon footprint structure. 
 
CONCLUSION: The petition involves redevelopment of very small, 0.07 acre, site in the 
University Village Overlay. The site is located immediately adjacent to the Kirkwood 
Corridor and is currently developed with a 1 story restaurant that fills out the lot. The 
property is more similar in development pattern to the Kirkwood Corridor to the south than 
to the row of historic homes on 6th Street to the north. The petitioner proposes several 
waivers related to the height, bulk, density and intensity of the development. Staff believes 
all of these elements are interrelated. For example, if the building height and massing is 
found to be appropriate, then the density and parking is alike appropriate. Staff would like 
discussion of these issues by the Plan Commission. 
 
Topics for discussion:  

1. Is the density and lack of parking appropriate for this location?  
2. Is the height/bulk/impervious surface coverage appropriate for this location?  
3. Is the architecture consistent with the recommendations of the Downtown Plan?  

 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends continuing SP-23-16 to the October 10 
hearing.  
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MEMORANDUM

Date: September 1, 2016

To: Bloomington Plan Commission

From: Bloomington Environmental Commission

Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner

Subject: SP-23-16, Bloomington Bagel Company LLC

113 N. Dunn St.

The purpose of this memo is to convey the environmental concerns and recommendations of the 

Environmental Commission (EC) with the hope that action will be taken to enhance the 

environmental significance of this proposed Plan. The request is for a Site Plan approval of a 4-

story mixed use building in the Commercial Downtown district and the University Village 

Overlay.

ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN

1.)  WALKABILITY

The 2002 Growth Policies Plan, Part 2, The Geography of the Policies, Site Design, page 29, 

calls for the downtown to continue to be developed at a human scale, with amenities such as 

street trees, and that downtown greenspace should be improved.  

The EC believes that this building is too big for the lot and the space within the block.

Understanding that the lot is very small, the EC still believes the building should be shortened

(front to back) so that landscape material and possibility art can be installed to enhance its 

walkability.  The extent to how inviting this site is to pedestrians is important environmentally as 

well as to quality of life by promoting walking instead of driving, thus reducing CO2 emissions;

increasing plant diversity, which will attract birds and butterflies downtown; and reducing the 

urban heat island effect that has multiple environmental benefits.

Another very important reason to enhance walkability by installing landscaping in our urban 

areas is to reduce crime and improve public safety. There are a multitude of scientific studies 

indicating that landscaped and natural-feeling areas reduces aggression, violence, graffiti, and 

other nefarious activities.

2.)  GREEN BUILDING

The EC recommends that the developer design the building with as many best practices for 
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energy savings and resource conservation as possible. Some examples of best practices 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 and dwindling 

resources 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 Enhance the weather, air, and thermal barriers of the building envelope to 

reduce the energy consumption associated with conditioning indoor air to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions in our region.

Green building and environmental stewardship are of utmost importance to the people of 

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 former 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.

EC RECOMENDATIONS

1.)  The Petitioner should reduce the size and scale of the building footprint to allow additional 

landscaping, thus improving the walkability and reducing the site’s total environmental footprint.

2.)  The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create a high 

performance, low-carbon footprint structure.
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMISSION

Petitioner’s Statement

Concerning the petition of Sue Aquilla for the purpose of consideration of her Petition for the 
property located at 113 North Dunn Street, Bloomington, Indiana.

Location
The project site is currently a single story existing concrete block building located on an 
extremely small 50 feet by 58 feet  .066 acre site within the University Village overlay zone.  It is 
located on North Dunn Street across from People's Park and a Indiana University surface 
parking lot.  

Background
We are proposing to remove the existing exposed concrete block structure and building a new 4
story mixed use structure with a 1500 square feet retail space on the ground floor level with a 
small ADA required residential unit and a total of fifteen other micro apartments on the upper 
levels, (five per floor). The lot currently has a 2,615 sq ft single story building that currently 
contains a the owner's locally founded Bagel Company as a restaurant use.  

The Petitioner founded her business on this site in 1996 and has grown her business in the 
current structure and is celebrating her 20th year this year.  The structures to the south are a 
mixture of concrete block or older storefronts that lack any architectural cohesiveness.  The 
house to the north sits on a corner lot and is 28 feet away from our proposed building and 
additionally, faces 6th Street and not Dunn Street.  The next block north of this site contains the 
Poplars building at 81 feet and a parking garage at 51 feet in height.  The area, while only a 
block away from Kirkwood Avenue, is very much a part of the Kirkwood commercial area as is 
this block of shops all along the North of Kirkwood Ave.   

108



Design
The new structure will provide an accessible retail space on the main floor that will be used as a 
single 1,500 square foot restaurant space.  There will  be a entrance for the Bagel Company on 
Dunn Street and a dumpster areal for trash and recycling along the alley on the South side. 2.18
allowable due's are permitted and 3.20 are provided.  The code does not yet recognize smaller 
unit of this size that fill a need for housing tenants who live and work downtown. Our Maximum 
allowable impervious surface is 85% and currently, the site is at 100% and will seek to remain at
100% because of the small lot size.  Just across the adjacent alley to the south 100% 
impervious surface is allowed.  Required parking for our residential use would require a total of 
3 spaces but our small site would not make that economically feasible.  We have focused  on 
providing for our proposed used by providing more secure bicycle spaces than required.  

The apartment design for this proposal is geared to working professionals who might work 
downtown or with the university but have no need or way to afford the higher priced rentals of 
one and two bedroom units available and the high rent they are attached to.  These studio units 
are becoming a common unit design in cities where the cost of living is higher and the cost of 
housing outpaces earnings.  Workforce Housing is a commonly used term for these type of 
units-but they are more than just a cheap form of housing, these units will have small kitchens, 
washer/dryer units, a full bathroom and more windows than much larger apartments.  The 
building will be four stories in height with a 12 foot first floor ceiling height which is what one 
would expect in a typical downtown commercial district-larger storefront windows and transom 
glass which continues design cues from other commercial structures.  

Because the site is so small and only allows a very small footprint, our building is built almost to 
each property line.  Our north facade is visible to Dunn Street traffic and also sits upon the 
property line-so we have added windows but they are not allowed per the building code, to 
function to the interior as a window, but do serve to add visible interest to this facade along with 
a decorative brick pattern. Currently, the BBC rents a shared dumpster down the alley.  This 
design will create an enclosed dumpster area within the building footprint. 

This petition brings a very modern style structure that we hope, will encourage investment into 
nearby existing developments.  The exterior will be clad with a combination of Brick, smooth 
plaster and metal; materials to reflect the past and reflect towards the future.  The brick ties the 
proposal into the use of brick in nearby existing houses and the neighborhood, while the metal 
and plaster will allow for a modern twist in the design.  The roof will be utilized as a gathering 
space and will be landscaped.

This location is walking distance to great shopping and retail centers downtown as well as the 
university.  The Unified Development Ordinance has listed as an objective in the University 
Village Overlay description:

“Promote infill and redevelopment of sites using moderate residential densities for the 
University Village area and high residential densities along the Kirkwood Corridor”
We believe this proposal is ideally positioned to meet this objective as part of the Kirkwood 
corridor.  This infill development allows for residential uses within our city’s core where 
development is best served by not only existing infrastructure but by public transportation. 
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Green Building Initiatives
The Bloomington Bagel Company has been recycling items and waste since before it became 
popular.  The proposed project will have a shared on site recycling area for all tenants as well as
high efficiency HVAC units, a secure and very visible bicycle storage area, and utilize materials 
that qualify as green building materials as is feasibly possible.

Access & Parking
The primary pedestrian entry to the units will be an individual door along the east facade at the
front North corner into an entry alcove and stair.  The Bagel Company will have a set of doors
along Dunn Street as well into their new restaurant space.  The site is substantially smaller than
almost every other typically  sized downtown Bloomington site.   Because of  this,  we cannot
provide on site parking but the nature of the residential units this project includes and their small
size, we feel the tenants will most likely not own vehicles but will own bicycles or will use public
transportation  for  their  needs.   For  this  reason,  we  have  designed  a  highly  visible  bicycle
storage area with an entry that is more than an afterthought.  The proposed bicycle storage
facility will  act as a bicycle hub that is easily accessible and located along the main building
facade.  No parking is required for the commercial portion of the building, and only three parking
spaces are required for the residential portion-we feel we are providing more bicycle parking in a
more convenient manner than required by the city or any other apartment in the downtown. 

We believe  this  project  will  be  an  attractive  improvement  to  this  area  of  Dunn  Street  and
perfectly  scaled  as  an  expected  development  in  our  downtown  where  we  want  mixed  use
buildings and apartments.    We believe this petition  will  finally  allow for a viable  long term
tenants and use of the property at 113 North Dunn Street and we hope this development will
spur a higher level of thought and improvements along this street that is so close to the gateway
of out university as well as our downtown and Kirkwood Avenue.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the proposed development for review. We look forward
to working together on this Development.  We kindly ask for your approval of our request.

Sincerely, 

Doug Bruce
Architect
Tabor/Bruce Architecture & Design
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James Roach <roachja@bloomington.in.gov>

BBC Percentages

Doug Bruce <dbruce@taborbruce.com> Fri, Sep 9, 2016 at 7:44 AM
To: James Roach <roachja@bloomington.in.gov>

James,

Here are the items you requested

FRONT (EAST)

Total - 2535 sf

Brick -                4.7%

Metal accent-    15.1%

Metal paneling-  16.9%

Glazing-             63.3%

SIDE (SOUTH)

Total - 2048 sf

Brick-                54.8%

Metal paneling-  17.1%

Metal accent-     12.3%

Conc. block-       3.0%

Glazing-             9.8%

Solid doors-         3.0%

SIDE (NORTH)

Total - 2062 sf

Brick-                35.1%

Metal paneling-  42.7%

Glazing-             22.2%

Doug Bruce

Architect-President-Leed AP

Tabor/Bruce Architecture & Design, Inc.

www.taborbruce.com

City of Bloomington, Indiana Mail - BBC Percentages https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=055c206665&view=pt&sea...

1 of 2 9/9/2016 9:35 AM
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August 1, 2016 

City of Bloomington Planning and Transportation Department 

401 N Morton St 

Bloomington IN 47404 

To Whom it May Concern. 

The Bloomington Bagel Co. will be celebrating our 20th anniversary this month.  Our 

business has thrived despite the Big Dig, anti-gay protestors and a failed attempt by 

a motorist to create a drive through lane!  We could have not done it without the 

incredible support of our family, friends and customers.  It takes a village to stay 

‘Locally Owned and Boiled!’  

During the last 20 years, I have watched the world around us change, much for the 

better.  The downtown and the university have made incredible aesthetic 

improvements.  Much of which has left the BBC behind.  Painfully behind. 

When I wrote my business plan decades ago, I never envisioned our building failing.  

In the last year our oven broke, our roof needed replacement, various air-

conditioning systems failed and structural issues developed in our walls.  The 

investment required just to continue to tread water was untenable.  Urban renewal 

became a choice and my mission. 

What better way to celebrate our anniversary than demolishing the ugliest building in 

the downtown.  The new mix used building will contribute to the beauty and 

innovation of our vibrant downtown.  This will be the first building downtown that is 

targeting young professionals interested in urban living.  We will have micro units 

reflecting innovative housing we are seeing in New York City and other urban 

environments.   

Thank you to everyone for your support.  We look forward to our next 20 years.   

Sincerely yours, 

Suzanne K Aquila

812-322-8209 

sue@bbcbagel.com 

113 N Dunn St 

Bloomington, IN 

47408

BLOOMINGTON BAGEL CO. LLC & BLOOMINGTON BAGEL CO. INC.
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5276_C202_Site Plan.sht  8/29/2016 7:06:23 AM
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5276_C203_Grading Plan.sht  8/29/2016 7:07:23 AM
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5276_C204_Utility Plan.sht  8/29/2016 7:07:55 AM
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80 SF
STAIR

UNIT A

345 SF

SPRINKLER
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION   CASE #: UV-24-16 
STAFF REPORT      DATE: September 12, 2016 
Location: 2446 S. Henderson Street 
 
PETITIONER: Milestone Ventures 
   8152 Castilla Dr, Indianapolis   
 
CONSULTANT: Bynum Fanyo and Assoc., Inc. 
   528 N. Walnut St., Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a use variance to allow ground floor residential 
units in a Commercial Arterial (CA) zoning district.  
 
SITE DESCRIPTION: This 0.98 acre property is located at 2446 S. Henderson Street 
and is zoned Commercial Arterial (CA). The property was previously used as a parking 
lot for the adjacent property to the east.  Surrounding land uses include multi-family 
units (Timber Ridge and Crawford Apartments) to the north and various commercial 
uses to the east (Winslow Plaza), business/professional offices to the south, and 
commercial business to the west. The Plan Commission and Board of Zoning Appeals 
approved a similar use variance petition (UV-25-12) for the Crawford apartments to the 
north of this site that were constructed in 2012. 
 
The petitioner is proposing to remove the existing parking area and construct a 4-story 
building with 36 one-bedroom apartments. The apartments are used as supportive 
housing for individuals transitioning to more permanent housing options. A parking area 
will be provided under the building with 7 parking for the tenants and employees. New 
landscaping will be planted throughout the property as required. There is an existing 
ingress/egress easement along the north property line for an existing shared access 
drive that will provide access for this property from Henderson Street. The building has 
been designed to meet at least the gold level LEED (Leadership in Energy & 
Environmental Design) standards (similar to the other Crawford apartment building) and 
will also officially be certified as a LEED building. 
 
The petitioner is requesting a use variance to allow 3 ground floor dwelling units. 
Although the ground floor of this building will be mostly offices and nonresidential uses, 
the ground floor dwelling units are not allowed in the Commercial Arterial district. The 
petitioner is also seeking a variance from the maximum height in order to allow a 
portion of an exterior stairwell to be 53’ tall rather than the standard 50’ height limit. No 
other variances are being requested. 
 
SITE PLAN ISSUES:  
 
Density: The petitioner is proposing 36, one-bedroom units for a total of 9 DUE’s for an 
overall density of 9.2 units/acre. This is within the maximum allowed density of 15 
units/acre of the Commercial Arterial district.  
 
Parking: No parking is required for this multi-family use. The petitioner proposes 7 
spaces, including a van accessible handicap space. The proposed 36 dwelling units are 
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permitted a maximum of 1 parking space per bedroom, 36 parking spaces. Because of 
the limited use of vehicles by the residents, the 7 space parking lot will be used 
primarily by employees and visitors and will meet the parking needs for this use. 
 
Environmental: There is creek that runs through the rear of this site that would require 
a 25’ riparian buffer and that has been shown on the site plan. The riparian buffer 
prevents a majority of the rear of the property from being developed. Most of the 
disturbance for the new building would occur on the existing parking area and there 
would be very little new disturbed area. 
 
Architecture: The building will have a variety of architectural materials including brick, 
limestone, and fiber cement siding and panels.  The building will be four stories overall. 
There will be two entrances to the building with one entrance on the north side and the 
other on the south side.  
  
GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The GPP designates this property as Community Activity 
Center (CAC). The CAC designation “is designed to provide community-serving 
commercial opportunities in the context of a high density, mixed-use development.” The 
small size of the property does not provide an opportunity to really develop the site as 
envisioned by a typical CAC, however some of the relevant policies for this area state 
that: 
  
 Residential units may also be developed as a component of the CAC, and would be 

most appropriate when uses are arranged as a central node rather than along a 
corridor. 

 Buildings should be developed with minimal street setbacks to increase pedestrian 
and transit accessibility. 

 Street cuts should be limited as much as possible to reduce interruptions of the 
streetscape. 

 Incentives should be created to encourage the inclusion of second-story residential 
units in the development of Community Activity Centers. 

 
In addition to the policies of the CAC, the GPP’s guiding principles have several policy 
recommendations that relate to this petition. The “Sustain Economic and Cultural 
Vibrancy” guiding principle states: 
 
 …the redevelopment of under-utilized parcels should not be neglected in favor of 

open land outside of the City. 
 Within Bloomington, there are significant numbers of properties within downtown, 

along arterial roadways, and even in core neighborhoods that could be better 
utilized through redevelopment strategies.  

 
CA DISTRICT INTENT: Within the UDO is a description of the CA zoning district intent 

and guidance for the Plan Commission and Board of Zoning Appeals. Staff 
believes that this proposal meets the intentions for the district.  

 
BMC 20.02.330 Commercial Arterial (CA); District Intent 
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The CA (Commercial Arterial) District is intended to be used as follows: 
 Identify locations for higher intensity commercial developments along major 

thoroughfares. 
 Ensure that new developments and redevelopment opportunities incorporate a 

balances mix of retail, office and multifamily residential uses. 
 

Plan Commission/Board of Zoning Appeals Guidance: 
 Site plan design of retail centers should ensure access to all modes of 

transportation. 
 Redevelopment and expansion of commercial uses should incorporate 

improvement to access management, signage, and landscaping. 
 Encourage proposals that further the Growth Policies Plan goal of sustainable 

development design featuring conservation of open space, mixed uses, pervious 
pavement surfaces, and reductions in energy and resource consumption. 

 
CONCLUSIONS: Staff finds that this petition provides an ideal reuse of an 
underdeveloped property. The small size of this property, environmental constraints, 
and lack of direct street frontage does not provide a viable opportunity for a commercial 
use. The use of a portion of the ground floor space for 3 dwelling units does not 
interfere with the goals and policies of the Growth Policies Plan. The presence of 
several commercial uses immediately surrounding this property provides commercial 
services in this area. The petitioner will be providing a needed housing type with this 
project that will be furthered with the granting of this use variance. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the written report, staff recommends forwarding a 
positive recommendation to the Board of Zoning Appeals.   
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