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June 13, 2011 @ 5:30 p.m.     City Hall Council Chambers, #115 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
MINUTES TO BE APPROVED: May 9, 2011 
  
REPORTS, RESOLUTIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS: 
 
APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA:  
 
PETITION WITHDRAWN: 
PUD-05-11 McDoel Business Center 
 301 W. Patterson Dr. 

Amendment to parcel E of the Thomson PUD to amend the list of uses. A waiver of the 
required 2nd hearing is requested. (Case Manager: Eric Greulich) 

 
UV-06-11 Gerald Sowders 
 1461 W. Bloomfield Rd. 

PC recommendation to the BZA re: Use Variance to allow outdoor storage within a 
Commercial Arterial zoning district. (Case Manager: Patrick Shay) 

 
PETITIONS CONTINUED TO NEXT MEETING: July 11, 2011 
PUD-02-11 Bloomington Cooperative Plots Eco-Village 
 415½ N. Spring St. 

Rezone to Planned Unit Development from Residential Single-Family to allow development of a 
cooperative housing project. (Case Manager:  Patrick Shay) 

 
PETITIONS: 
 
PUD-11-11 Golf Investors (Tee to Green) 
 2101 W. Tapp Rd. 

Final plan amendment to revise a condition of approval regarding construction of 
Adams St. (Case Manager: Patrick Shay) 

 
UV-12-11 Omega Properties 
 1200 N. Walnut 

PC recommendation to the BZA re: Use Variance to allow first floor apartments the 
Commercial General (CG) zoning district.  (Case Manager: James Roach) 

 
UV-13-11 Michael Korus 
 120 E. Dixie St. 

PC recommendation to the BZA re: Use Variance to allow multifamily occupancy within 
the Residential Core (RC) zoning district. (Case Manager: Patrick Shay) 

 
PUD-14-11 Patterson Pointe LLC 
 420 S. Patterson Dr. 

Final plan for New Tech High School, a 60-unit senior apartment building, road 
construction, and initial grading for the Patterson Pointe PUD. Also requested is 
preliminary plat approval of a 7-lot subdivision.  (Case Manager: James Roach) 

 
 
 
End of Agenda 
**Next Plan Commission hearing scheduled for July 11, 2011 
 



BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION CASE #: PUD-11-11 
STAFF REPORT     DATE: June 13, 2011 
LOCATION: 2101 W. Tapp Road 
 
PETITIONER:  Golf Investors, LLC 

2051 S. Ramsey Drive, Bloomington 
 
CONSULTANT: Kevin R. Robling 
   101 W. Kirkwood Ave, Suite 012, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a final plan amendment to Parcel J of the 
Woolery Farm Planned Unit Development.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Lot Area:   16 Acres 
Current Zoning:  Planned Unit Development (Woolery Farm PUD)  
GPP Designation:   Community Activity Center 
Existing Land Use: Vacant, former Driving Range 
Proposed Land Use:  Medical Office 
Surrounding Uses: North:  Single Family (Adams Hill Farm) 

East:    Office & Place of Worship 
South: Vacant 
West:   Quarry (BG Hoadley Quarry) 

 
REPORT SUMMARY: This property was a part of the Woolery Farm that was 
originally zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD) in 1994. In 1996, the petitioner 
received a preliminary plan amendment that revised the permitted uses within 
Parcel J to include a golf driving range. The petitioner envisioned the driving 
range as an interim use until a larger development project of the site could be 
brought forward. A final plan for the driving range was approved in 1997 that 
allowed construction of the current building and parking area.  
 
With the approved final plan, there was discussion surrounding the extension of 
Adams Street south of W. Tapp Road. It was determined that construction of 
Adams Street was not appropriate with the initial construction of the driving range 
building.  Essentially, staff and the Plan Commission concluded that a relatively 
low intensity use of 16 acres was not significant enough to trigger construction of 
this public street.  In addition to the approval of the driving range, a three-lot 
subdivision on just over 25.5 acres was also granted. This subdivision created 
the 16 acre tract for the driving range and two additional lots. With this 
subdivision, the right-of-way for the Adams St. extension was dedicated to allow 
for its future construction.  
 
Although initial construction of Adams St. was not required at the time, the Plan 
Commission did require the recording of a written commitment by the petitioner 



that outlined the circumstances by which the construction of Adams Street would 
be required. This agreement was recorded with the deed for the property and 
required construction of the Adams St. extension with any of the following events: 
 

1. A change of use to anything other than a driving range 
2. Development of the Hoadley Quarry property to the west that would result 

in more than 1000 new vehicular trips per day 
3. Any combination of development in the general area of the Woolery Farm 

PUD, Sudbury PUD, Golf Course PUD (The Highlands and Batchelor 
Heights) and Eagleview PUD  that would result in more than 2000 new 
vehicle trips per day 

4. Any combination of development in the general area of the Golf Course 
PUD (The Highlands and Batchelor Heights) and Eagleview PUD that 
would result in more than 1000 new vehicle trips per day 

 
It has been determined that the triggers described in #3 and #4 above have 
occurred with past development. Although enforcement of this provision could be 
initiated, the City has deemed it impractical to date. Enforcement of this provision 
would not result in the road extension being constructed, but rather would most 
likely cause the ownership of the property to become insolvent.  
 
At this time, the driving range use has also vacated the property and the existing 
structure is currently vacant. Due to the petitioner’s commitment attached to the 
property, no use other than a driving range can occupy the building prior to the 
construction of the Adams St. extension. The petitioner is seeking to amend the 
commitment made with the approved final plan to revise the events that require 
the construction of the Adams St. extension.  Such an amendment would allow a 
new user, in this case a possible doctor’s office, to reuse the existing structure 
and parking area.  
 
With this request, the Plan Commission must answer the question of what the 
appropriate trigger for the construction of the Adams St. extension should be. 
The Plan Commission may also decide that the existing commitment should 
remain valid and enforcement action should be considered. Staff recommends 
that a revised commitment be considered and approved which would allow the 
reuse of the existing structure without requiring Adams St. construction until 
future development of the property including rezoning, subdivision or new 
construction occurs. A denial of this request would likely result in a prolonged 
vacancy of the existing structure and insolvency of the ownership of the property. 
Furthermore, it would not result in the desired construction of the road extension. 
Staff finds it more practical to allow the reuse of the building to avoid it becoming 
dilapidated and deferring construction of the road extension. 
 
Staff has worked with the petitioner to propose a modification to the existing 
agreement that would remove the triggers that have already been met, allow for 
changes of use within the existing building, and create new triggers that better 



recognize the economies of scale associated with constructing the Adams St. 
extension.  Engineering staff estimates that this street extension would cost 
approximately $500,000, so significant development is really needed to offset 
such cost.  A draft revised commitment is included in the packet with the 
following new triggers: 
 

1. Rezoning of the property 
2. Subdivision of the property 
3. New construction of a non-accessory structure 

 
These conditions would allow a new user of the property to construct accessory 
structures which are limited by the UDO to only 1,500 square feet.  Additionally, 
additions to the existing building could also occur.  Since such additions could 
theoretically provide a significant enlargement to the building, staff would like 
Plan Commission input on whether a certain size of enlargement should trigger 
the road improvement.  At this time, staff has not included this in the commitment 
since this may be a self-limiting issue due to grade or feasibility of construction. 
   
If this request is approved, any new use of the property (including the proposed 
medical office use) must receive subsequent site plan approval that will require 
limited site plan compliance with current development standards of the Unified 
Development Ordinance. Compliance with these standards may include but is 
not limited to items such as landscaping, maximum parking, parking setbacks, 
bike parking and lighting.  
 
CONCLUSION: Although staff notes that the required roadway extension will 
eventually be useful in mitigating impacts associated with full development of the 
16 acres as well as access to and from the Golf Course Community PUD, a 
denial of this petition would not result in immediate roadway construction. Staff 
finds that the reuse of the existing building is a positive alternative to a vacant 
building at this location. Staff recommends revising the written agreement to 
create a more practical trigger to the road extension.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of PUD-11-11 with the 
following conditions: 
 

1. This approval is intended only to revise an existing written commitment 
between the petitioner and the City for the property. All other terms and 
conditions of the preliminary and final plan for this property shall remain in 
full.  

2. A revised commitment consistent with this report must be approved by 
staff and recorded with the Monroe County Recorder. A copy of the 
recorded document must be provided to staff prior to the issuance of any 
permits for use of this property. 



3. This approval does not constitute a site plan approval. The site must be 
brought into compliance with current development standards of the Unified 
Development Ordinance with any change in use.  
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AGREEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION OF ADAMS STREET 
 
 

 This Agreement is made and entered into this 13th day of June 13, 2011 by and 

between Golf Investors, LLC, an Indiana Limited Liability company (hereinafter “Golf 

Investors”), and the City of Bloomington (hereinafter “City”) 

WITNESSETH: 

 WHEREAS, Golf Investors is the owner of sixteen (16) acres of land on Tapp 

Road, more particularly described in Exhibit A attached hereto, which is currently zoned 

Planned Unit Development (hereinafter “the Property”); and 

 WHEREAS, Golf Investors intends to sell the Property for a land use permitted 

by PUD-64-94, and the proposed development is to re-use the existing structure on the 

Property; and 

 WHEREAS, the City has required, as a condition of the approval of PUD-64-94 

for an extension of Adams Street to be constructed from Tapp Road to Rockport Road 

along the west edge of the Property (hereinafter, “Adams Street Extension”); and 

 WHEREAS, the real estate immediately to the west of and adjacent to the 

Property is owned by Hoadley Quarries (hereinafter, the “Hoadley Property”). 

 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants 

contained herein, the parties hereto agree as follows: 

1. The City shall delay implementation of the requirement for construction of 

the Adams Street Extension by Golf Investors or its successors, grantees or assigns until 

the first of the following events to occur (i) the Property is rezoned , (ii) the Property is 

subdivided, or (iii) new construction of a non-accessory structure occurs.    
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2. Upon the imposition of the requirement to build the Adams Street 

Extension by the City pursuant to this Agreement, Golf Investors or its successors, 

grantees or assigns shall be obligated either to construct, or pay the City the cost of 

constructing the Adams Street Extension as required by PUD-64-94 from Tapp Road to 

Rockport Road, provided, however, that if the event that triggers the construction of the 

Adams Street Extension is the development of the Hoadley Property, or if the 

development, rezoning or PUD approval of the Hoadley Property occurs 

contemporaneously with any of the events which triggers the construction of the Adams 

Street Extension, the City shall, as a condition of approving such development, rezoning 

or PUD require the developer of the Hoadley Property to construct or pay for the cost of 

the construction of that part of the Adams Street Extension which is located on the 

Hoadley Property, to the extent permitted by law. 

3. If rezoning or PUD approval of the Hoadley Property takes place 

subsequent to the construction of the Adams Street Extension, the City shall request, but 

shall not be obligated to require, that the developer of the Hoadley Property reimburse 

Golf Investors, or its successors, grantees or assigns for a share of the cost of construction 

of the Adams Street Extension. The share of the cost of the Adams Street Extension to be 

requested of the developer of the Hoadley Property shall be proportionate to the use of 

the Adams Street Extension generated by the Hoadley Property development. 

4. Golf Investors, or its successors, grantees or assigns agree that they shall 

not construct any buildings or permanent improvements within fifty (50) feet, plus the 

required setback, of its west property line with the Hoadley Property or the east property 

line of the City of Bloomington Utilities “CBU” booster station (as it may be adjusted for 
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the construction of the Adams Street Extension) so as to leave the route of the Adams 

Street Extension clear for construction of the roadway. 

5. Any additional right-of-way necessary for the construction of the Adams 

Street Extension shall be dedicated to the City upon the recording of any plat which 

includes all or part of the Property, or upon the occurrence of any of the events set forth 

in Paragraph 1 of this Agreement, whichever first occurs. The total right-of-way shall be 

in conformance with the City’s Master Thoroughfare Plan.  Also, regardless of the event 

which triggers construction of the South Adams Extension, sufficient additional right-of-

way shall be dedicated to the City by Golf Investors or its successors, grantees or assigns 

to insure that the turn south of the CBU booster station can be constructed with radii 

approved by the City and County engineers. 

6. In the event of default by Golf Investors, its successors in title to the 

Property, its grantees or assigns of the obligations hereunder, the City may file a lien 

upon the Property for the estimated cost of satisfying such owner’s obligation hereunder 

with regard to the construction of the Adams Street Extension, provided however that 

before filing such lien, the City shall first give written notice of its intention to do so to 

the then owner of the Property at the address shown on the tax records maintained by the 

Monroe County Auditor, by certified mail, return receipt requested. If the then owner of 

the Property does not take steps satisfactory to the City to cure such default within thirty 

(30) days of the mailing of such notice then the City may file a lien, as in the manner of 

filing mechanics liens. The sixty (60) day period within which the City must record its 

notice of intention to hold a lien shall commence upon the date of the expiration of the 
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City’s thirty (30) day written notice to the then owner of the Property. Enforcement of the 

lien shall occur in the manner in which mechanics liens are enforced. 

7. This document shall be recorded in the Office of the Recorder of Monroe 

County Indiana, and the obligation to dedicate right-of-way, construct, or pay the cost of 

the construction of the Adams Street Extension shall be binding upon Golf Investors only 

so long as it is the owner of the Property, and the obligation to dedicate right-of-way, 

construct, or pay the cost of construction of the Adams Street Extension shall run with the 

Property, and shall be binding upon Golf Investors’ successors in title to the Property, its 

grantees and assigns. The sixty (60) day period within which the City must record notice 

of its intent to hold a lien shall commence on the date of the expiration of the City’s thirty 

(30) day written notice to the owner of the Property. Enforcement of the lien shall occur 

in the manner in which mechanics liens are enforced. 

All of which is agreed to this 13th day ofJune,2011.  
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: UV-12-11 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: June 13, 2011  
Location: 1200 N. Walnut Street 
 
PETITIONER:   Omega Properties/Vision Holdings, LLC 

 3707 E. Winston St., Bloomington 
 

CONSULTANT: Tabor/Bruce Architects 
   1101 S. Walnut St., Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a use variance recommendation to allow for 
first floor residential dwelling units within the Commercial General (CG) Zoning District. 
 
Zoning:    CG 
Area:     0.23 acres (10,018 sq. ft.)    
GPP Designation:   Community Activity Center  
Existing Land Use:  3 Multi-Family homes 
Proposed Land Use:  Multi-Family  
Surrounding Uses:  North  - Multi-Family (Scholars Rock) 

South  - Commercial 
East - Single Family (Garden Hill Neighborhood)  
West - Commercial 
 

SUMMARY: The property in question is located at the northeast corner of E. 16th 
Street and N. Walnut Street.  The property is 0.23 acres in size, zoned Commercial 
General (CG), and has been developed with three single unit structures. The property 
is bordered by single family homes in the Garden Hill Neighborhood to the east, 
commercial uses to the south and west, and apartments (Scholar’s Rock) to the north. 
 
The petitioner previously applied to the Board of Zoning Appeals in 2007 (V-50-07) for 
a package of variances to remove all three residential buildings and construct one, 
three-story mixed-use building. That petition was denied in response to concerns 
raised by neighbors in the adjacent Garden Hill Neighborhood. 
 
The petitioner has continued to work with the neighborhood to address their concerns 
and is now coming forward with a revised project that has been scaled back to resolve 
the issues raised by the neighborhood. The petitioner is now proposing to remove only 
two of the residential buildings and will replace them with two, one-unit residential 
buildings in the same approximate location. The existing two-story, 4-bedroom house 
at the northeast corner of 16th and Walnut will be replaced with another two-story, 4-
bedroom house. The one-story house to the east of the corner, that currently has 2-
bedrooms, will be replaced with a one-story, 3-bedroom house. There will be a total of 
3 units and 10 bedrooms on the overall site. Parking for the project will be provided by 
six parking spaces directly off of the alley to the east. 
 
To achieve this, the petitioner is requesting a package of variances and a use variance 
to allow for ground floor residential units in the Commercial General zoning district.   



  

Staff is seeking the Plan Commission’s guidance on the consistency of the proposal 
with the Growth Policies Plan for this area. The following are several portions of the 
Growth Policies Plan that should be considered with the use variance request: 
  
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.  

 
CONCLUSION: Staff finds that the revised site plan provides a good balance between 
a reuse of the site that still compliments the adjacent residential neighborhood. The 
small size of this property does not provide a viable opportunity for a Community 
Activity Center or commercial space. The lack of ground floor commercial space at this 
location does not interfere with the goals and policies of the Growth Policies Plan and 
allows for the replacement of two single family homes with better quality residences. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends forwarding this request to the Board of 
Zoning Appeals with a positive recommendation. 
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION                       CASE #: UV-13-11 
STAFF REPORT                          DATE: June 13, 2011 
Location: 120 E. Dixie Street 
 
PETITIONER:  Michael Korus 
   120 E. Dixie St., Bloomington 
  
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a use variance recommendation to allow a 
maximum of 5 unrelated adults to occupy a residential unit within the Residential Core 
zoning district. 
 
Zoning:    RC 
GPP Designation:   Residential Core 
Existing Land Use:  Multi-family 
Proposed Land Use:  Multi-family 
Surrounding Uses:  East – Mixed Residential (Bryan Park Neighborhood)  

South – Mixed Residential (Bryan Park Neighborhood) 
West – Commercial  
North – Mixed Residential (Bryan Park Neighborhood) 
 

REPORT: The property in question is located at the southwest corner of E. Dixie Street and 
S. Washington Street. There are two existing structures on the property. The corner 
building (900 S. Washington) has two, 1 bedroom units and the second structure (120 E. 
Dixie) has a single unit with 3 bedrooms. The property received variances in 1990 to allow 
the single unit structure to be relocated from a downtown location to this lot. The property 
was zoned multi-family (RM) at that time and allowed for multiple units on the property.  
 
The petitioner purchased the property in 2004. He rented the two units in the corner 
building and occupied the single unit structure. The petitioner was aware of the multi-family 
zoning of the property and intended to use the owner-occupied unit as an additional rental 
in the future. Occupancy of individual units within this zoning district was limited to a 
maximum of 5 unrelated adults unless further reduced due to size restrictions of the 
Property Maintenance Code (PMC).  
 
The two units in the corner building had a maximum occupancy of 2 unrelated adults each 
due to restrictions of the PMC, while the single unit structure would have had a maximum 
occupancy of 5 unrelated adults if it had been rented. Although the single unit structure 
would have been eligible for an occupancy limit of 5, that occupancy was not established 
since the structure was being utilized as an owner-occupied unit.  
 
With the adoption of the Unified Development Ordinance in 2007, the Plan Commission and 
Common Council were asked to evaluate a few multi-family zoned areas within core 
neighborhoods to determine if they should be downzoned to single family to better achieve 
the City’s goal of protecting and enhancing core neighborhoods. The petitioner’s property 
was located within one of the discussion areas.  
 



One of the areas considered for downzoning included 11 properties along S. Washington 
St. between commercially zoned properties along S. Walnut Street and residential 
properties within the Bryan Park Neighborhood that were already zoned single family. 
Although staff recommended retaining the multi-family zoning, the 11 properties were 
downzoned to Residential Core (RC). Staff’s position was based on the fact that the 
rezoning would result in all 11 properties, including the petitioner’s, being considered lawful 
non-conforming properties. Furthermore, 10 of the properties (again including the 
petitioner’s) had multiple units.  
 
With the zoning change, the maximum occupancy for any individual unit in the area was 
reduced from 5 to 3 unrelated adults. Four of the 11 properties had units with occupancy 
permits for more than 3 unrelated adults and were eligible for certificates of non-conforming 
use regarding occupancy. As previously stated, the petitioner would have been allowed to 
rent the structure to 5 unrelated adults. However, since it was utilized as an owner-
occupied structure, it was not eligible for a certificate of non-conforming use.  
 
The petitioner now intends to move from this structure and register it as a rental unit. With 
the RC zoning and without a certificate of non-conforming use, the structure may only be 
rented to a maximum of 3 unrelated adults. The petitioner is seeking a use variance to 
allow the 3 bedroom home to have an occupancy of 5 unrelated adults. The petitioner also 
stated that he had intended to finish the mostly unfinished basement and add two new 
bedrooms. Staff has notified the petitioner that additional bedrooms would not have been 
permitted with either the old zoning or the current zoning due to code limitations on 
maximum density and minimum parking.  
 
GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The petitioner’s property is designated as a Core Residential 
area by the Growth Policies Plan (GPP). The intent of the Core Residential area states that: 
 
“The predominant land use for this category is single family residential; This district is 
designed primarily for higher density single family residential use.  The existing single family 
housing stock and development pattern should be maintained with an emphasis on limiting 
the conversion of dwellings to multi-family or commercial uses”. 
 
The overall use of the petitioner’s property is considered multi-family since there is more 
than one unit on the lot. The structure in question is a single unit with single family 
occupancy. He is seeking to have an allowance of multi-family occupancy within this 
structure. 
 
The Core Residential also gives the following land use guidance: 
 

• Allow multi-family redevelopment along designated major streets, in transition areas 
between the downtown and existing single family residential areas, and when 
appropriately integrated with adjacent uses per adopted form district requirements. 

 
• Discourage the conversion of single family homes to apartments 

 



The Core Residential areas encompass several zoning districts including RC, RM and RH 
zones. Staff contends that the RM and RH zoned areas within the Core Residential 
designation are the appropriate multi-family redevelopment areas that were envisioned with 
the 2007 UDO update. Other areas, zoned RC, are areas where gradual encouragement of 
single family occupancy should be recommended. Furthermore, even though there was a 
high percentage of multi-family and rental usage in the 11-property area that was 
downzoned in 2007,  there was still a decision made to rezone the area to single family to 
restrict occupancy and limit density impacts. 
 
The Conserve Community Character guiding principle of the GPP observes that: 
 

“In 1985, the City, in response to community concerns, changed the zoning 
ordinance to restrict the occupancy of single family homes to three (3) unrelated 
adults. The zoning ordinance was further amended in 1995 to place more properties 
within the single family occupancy restriction. This was carried out in order to 
prevent core neighborhoods from going to a majority of rental units. The effect of this 
regulation has been that the proportion of owner occupied units has increased in 
some core neighborhoods” 

 
This principle is further supported by Implementation Measure #2 for Conserve Community 
Character that states “Maintain the current maximum occupancy standard of three (3) 
unrelated adults within single family residential zoning districts”. 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD INPUT: The petitioner presented their proposal to the Bryan Park 
Neighborhood Association. Overall, the neighborhood was not in favor of granting a 
variance to allow a higher occupancy.  
 
CONCLUSION: Staff is very sympathetic to the petitioner’s case due to the heavy 
multifamily density in the area as well as the petitioner’s inability to register the property for 
nonconforming status due to its owner-occupancy.  However, staff ultimately finds that the 
Plan Commission and Common Council understood the potential impacts to individual 
properties that were rezoned in 2007. Even with the non-conformities that existed, it was 
determined that future increases in density and occupancy should not be permitted or 
encouraged.  Staff also notes that the petitioner already has multiple units on the property, 
and that a 3 person occupancy restriction for the single unit structure precisely matches the 
structure’s current bedroom count.  The 2007 rezoning should be viewed as a policy 
change for this area intended to guide future development in the direction of single family 
use and occupancy. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends forwarding UV-13-11 to the Board of Zoning 
Appeals with a Negative recommendation due its conflict with the Core Neighborhood 
policies outlined in the Growth Policies Plan. 
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: PUD-14-11 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: June 13, 2011 
LOCATION: 420 S. Patterson Drive 
 
PETITIONER:  Patterson Pointe, LLC 

2920 McIntyre Dr., Bloomington 
 
COUNSEL:   Smith Neubecker and Associates, Inc. 

PO Box 518, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting PUD Final Plan approval for New Tech High 
School, a 61 unit senior apartment building, road construction, creek restoration and 
initial grading.  Also requested is a seven lot Preliminary Plat. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     18.32 acres 
Current Zoning:   PUD 
GPP Designation:  Community Activity Center and Adams Street/Patterson 

Drive Subarea 
Existing Land Use:  New Tech High School, vacant 
Proposed Land Use:  Multi-family, school and future mixed use 
Surrounding Uses: North  – Commercial (Westplex PUD) 

West   – Medical offices (Landmark PUD) 
East  – Commercial, industrial, vacant land 
South – Mixed use (Landmark PUD) 

   
REPORT SUMMARY: The Patterson Pointe PUD was created in 2010 (PUD-29-09). 
The property is an approximately 18.32 acre parcel bounded by W. 3rd Street to the 
north, S. Adams Street to the east, and the Landmark PUD to the south and west. The 
property had been used for many decades as the location of the Rogers Group and 
later Rogers Building Supply (RBS). The primary use of the property was a concrete 
product manufacturing operation but has been mostly vacant for the last 4 years. In 
2008, the Board of Zoning Appeals approved a Use Variance to allow the Monroe 
County Community School Corporation to remodel the former Rogers Group showroom 
building into the New Tech High School, which opened in the Fall of 2008. The 
remainder of the property includes 14 buildings, in various states of disrepair.  
Approximately 86% of the property is covered with impervious surfaces. There are also 
two exposed bedrock ridges in the southern half of the property and approximately 26 
feet of grade change between W. 3rd St. and a creek that cuts across the north half of 
the property; partially above ground and partially piped.  
 
In 2010, the Plan Commission and City Council approved a PUD District Ordinance an 
Preliminary Plan to redevelop this property. This PUD can be broken down into three 
main areas.  The northern 4.93 acres, Area A, includes the entire frontage along 3rd St. 
and will be developed with commercial uses.  The southern 11.36 acres, Area B, 



includes all of the remainder of the Landmark PUD and will be developed with multi-
family housing. The remaining 2.00 acres, Area C, includes the existing New Tech High 
School. The plan also included construction of new public streets and the creation of a 
linear greenspace that would allow an existing piped drainage way to be opened and a 
riparian corridor re-created.  
 
The petitioner has brought forward this first Final Plan for the PUD.  This Final Plan can 
be broken down into seven parts: 

1. Construction of a 61 unit, 80 bedroom affordable senior housing apartment 
building 

2. Site work to bring New Tech High School into compliance with UDO standards 
3. Stream channel restoration 
4. Layout and design of all public streets 
5. Traffic signal at “Old” 3rd St. and Patterson Dr.  
6. General site clearing and grading 
7. Preliminary Plat approval for a seven lot subdivision 

 
While this Final Plan includes all of these elements, not all will be immediately 
constructed. The pedestrian improvements at 3rd and Patterson and the internal streets 
not immediately necessary for access to the two initial uses will not be initially 
constructed. They will however be constructed in connection with future phases, such 
as the balance of the multi-family units in Area B or the mixed use buildings in Area A. 
The buildings and parking lots shown in these areas are schematic in nature. No final 
plan is requested for the remainder of Area B or the mixed use Area A at this time. 
 
The approved PUD Preliminary Plan included more details on street design than is 
typically expected at a PUD rezoning stage. The Final Plan presented closely matches 
the Preliminary Plan reviewed by the Plan Commission, but differs slightly in some 
areas. At the request of the City Council, the petitioner made modifications to the layout 
of the plan. The City Council required that all streets within the PUD be designed and 
dedicated as public streets, except for the section of street that immediately connects to 
the PUD to the south. Also, they committed to a new public street along the south side 
of the New Tech High School to connect to Adams Street. Finally, the City Council 
required that either the “parking boulevard” along the street side of Area A be designed 
to directly cross the extension of Westplex or that the PUD include on-street parking on 
3rd St. This Final Plan, while not currently requesting approval for the mixed use 
buildings, does set the area up for the parking boulevard. 
 
PUD REVIEW ISSUES: 
 
Senior Apartments: The PUD Final Plan includes construction of a 4-story affordable 
senior apartment building in the northwest portion of the PUD, immediately south of the 
creek on a 1.34 acre lot. While the PUD Preliminary Plan showed schematically two 
buildings in this area, the Final Plan includes a single building.  The building will contain 
61 units, broken down into 42 1-bedroom units and 19 2-bedroom units. Fifty (50) 
parking spaces are located to the rear of the building. There is considerable grade 



change between this site and the offices along Landmark Ave. to the west. In order to 
create a flat building and parking pad at the same grade as the street, a retaining wall is 
proposed near the west and south-west property line. This wall will be approximately 14 
feet tall at its tallest.   
 

Affordable housing: The PUD committed to developing at least 30 affordable 
bedrooms on this site or an off-site location. These units were to be geared 
toward tenants at 100% or less of the area median income. The current proposal 
greatly exceeds these commitments. The proposed building includes 80 
bedrooms, 50 more than committed, they will remain affordable for 30 years, 
while the PUD only committed to 10 years, and residents cannot exceed 60% 
area medium income, as opposed to the 100% in the original commitment. Staff 
commends the petitioner for exceeding the PUD commitment and for building the 
affordable housing as the first phase of the development.  
 
This building will be built with assistance from the Indiana Housing and 
Community Development Authority’s Housing Tax Credit program. The petitioner 
is also working with the City’s Housing and Neighborhood Development 
Department in hopes of receiving $402,000 in HOME funds to assist the project. 
 
Density: The 61 unit building contains 23.04 DUEs. This leaves 203.96 DUEs 
and 544 bedrooms that can be developed on the remainder of Area B.  
 
Bicycle parking:  The UDO requires an 80 bedroom apartment building to 
provide 14 bicycle parking spaces, 7 of which must be covered and 4 of which 
must be Class-1 spaces. The petitioner believes that while their future tenants 
will likely use bicycles, it will not be at the same rate as the general population. 
They request that the bicycle parking requirement be reduced to 8 spaces, 
including 4 covered spaces and 4 non-covered spaces with no Class-1 spaces. 
Staff recommends that this request not be approved and that the site plan meet 
the UDO requirements for bicycle parking.  
 
Build-to-line: The majority of the proposed building meets the PUD’s 10 foot 
build-to-line requirement.  However, one section of the building extends into this 
area. The petitioner proposes a 45-foot long, 6-foot deep open sided porch at the 
entrance along the front of the building that intrudes into the build-to-line. 
Because this is an open sided structure, not the main mass of the building, and 
places usable pedestrian activity closer to the street, staff has no objection to this 
request.  
 
Impervious surface coverage: The proposed site plan is 80.6% impervious. 
The PUD allowed for a maximum of 70% impervious surfaces, but stated 
specifically that impervious surfaces for Area B would be calculated as a whole, 
not on a lot by lot basis. 

 



Architecture:  The PUD committed to “townhouse style design” for building in 
Area B. These buildings should include pitched roofs, a regular pattern of 
windows, doors at approximately 40 foot intervals, breaks in façade that will 
include entries, change in material or color at 40 foot intervals and a specific list 
of materials. The petitioner has attempted to comply with these requirements. 
While the building will not include any townhouse units, the petitioner has 
included exterior entrances, façade color changes, façade recesses and 
projections, and changes in the roof and window style to attempt to create a 
“townhouse style design”  

 
MCCSC New Tech High School: When originally approved as a Use Variance by the 
BZA in 2008, site plan compliance for the New Tech High School was delayed until the 
approval of this PUD and the start of redevelopment. With this Final Plan MCCSC and 
the petitioner have developed a site plan to meet UDO and PUD requirements. MCCSC 
has stated that they intend to complete the site work by the start of the school year in 
the Fall of 2012.   
 

Impervious surface coverage: The proposed site plan is 62.1% impervious. 
The PUD allowed for a maximum of 60% impervious surfaces for Area C, but 
stated specifically these site development standards only applied to future 
redevelopment of the site. Site development standards for reuse of the school 
should attempt to meet these standards to the extent practical, at the discretion 
of the Plan Commission.  

 
Setback issues: Because of the shape of the lot and the fact that the lot is 
surrounded on 4 sides by public streets, there are no locations on the lot where 
the petitioner can meet dumpster and accessory structure/playground setbacks. 
The site plan shows a gazebo near the intersection of Patterson and Adams and 
a dumpster and basketball court in the northwest corner of the site. Staff has no 
objection to the placement of these site features.  
 
Bicycle parking: No bicycle parking spaces are shown on the plan. The school 
must meet minimum UDO standard, which is 5 spaces.  
 
Parking: The site plan shows 75 parking spaces. While the UDO would only 
allow a school of this size a maximum of 65 parking spaces, this school was 
schematically approved for 99 spaces with the 2008 Use Variance. As with the 
impervious surface coverage requirements, site planning standards for the 
school are at the discretion of the Plan Commission. Staff has no objection to the 
number of parking spaces proposed.  
 
Bus pull-off lane: Because of the request of the City Council to create a new 
public street on the south side of the school lot, the internal drives had to be 
redesigned from the schematic plans shown to the Plan Commission. This 
change, as well as the desire to separate school bus traffic from student, staff 
and parent traffic, led to the design of a bus pull-off lane along Patterson Drive.  



 
Riparian Corridor: This Final Plan includes the reconstruction of what is currently a 
piped creek. On this site, 640 feet of the creek would be opened up to the sky, or 
“daylighted.”  The reconstructed creek will provide greenspace, water quality and an 
amenity to the development. The riparian corridor reconstruction plan and facilities 
maintenance plan have been reviewed by the Environmental Commission and the City’s 
Environmental Planner. The plan includes the preservation of existing trees, systematic 
grading and soil and slope construction, removal of invasive spaces, planting of new 
trees, shrubs and grasses, pathway construction and the creation of water quality 
basins for stormwater quality.  In addition to the on-site riparian corridor work, the 
petitioner has also reached an agreement with the upstream property owner to repair 
excessive erosion in the creek corridor immediate downstream of a box culvert outfall. 
The corridor on the PUD site will be platted as common area and owned and 
maintained in common amongst several lot owners.  The final facilities maintenance 
plan will be reviewed with the Final Plat and recorded.  
 
Street design, sidewalks and connectivity:  This Final Plan includes the design of all 
public streets in the PUD. The new streets will include on-street parking, street trees 
and bump-outs at intersections. In addition, an eight-foot wide sidepath will be built on 
the north side of the extension of “old” 3rd Street that will parallel the creek and connect 
to the west property line. All streets shown on the plan will be dedicated as public 
streets, except for the street that connects to the Adams Crossing II PUD to the south. 
This section will be platted as an easement with specific language that it will be 
dedicated when the streets to the south become public.  This is a change from the 
Preliminary Plan approved by the Plan Commission in 2009. At the request of the City 
Council, the petitioner agreed to make more streets public and to add a street on the 
south side of the school.  These changes are reflected on the Final Plan.  
 
In addition to the future connection to Adams Crossing II, this Final Plan still allows for 
future connection to Landmark Ave. through an easement. This easement will not be 
immediately connected, but can be dedicated to the public and constructed in the future, 
if the opportunity is presented to build a street through the office building lots to the 
southwest, along Landmark Ave. 
 
The Plan Commission required with the Preliminary Plan a commitment to provide a 
detailed analysis of turning movements and the potential for conflicts at the intersection 
of 3rd St. and Westplex Dr. This analysis is included in the packet and has been 
reviewed by the City Engineer and Planning Staff. The intersection design shown on the 
Final Plan is in compliance with the plan presented to the City Council.  
 
Traffic signal: This initial phase will include the design and construction of a new traffic 
signal at the intersection of “Old” 3rd St. and Patterson Dr. The intersection changes 
presented with the Preliminary Plan included 4 traffic lanes at this intersection. At the 
request of the City Council, this design was scaled back to 3 lanes, One east bound, 
one left turn lane and a right/west lane. The design of the intersection and signal has 
been reviewed by the City Engineer and has been approved in principle. Additional 



details are needed prior to grading permit issuance concerning the timing and 
synchronization of this signal and the signal at 3rd St. and Patterson Dr. The timing of 
the signals should also be reviewed and approved by the City’s Traffic Division.  
 
Site clearing and grading: With the Final Plan approval for the streets, school and 
apartments, the petitioner is also requesting Final Plan approval for general site clearing 
and grading. All existing buildings on the site, other than the school, will be demolished. 
Grading in Area A is necessary to construct the extension of Westplex Dr. and raise the 
grade of the land to the street grade of W. 3rd Street.  Grading of other areas of the site 
in Area B is necessary for street and utility construction and to prep the site for 
development.  The PUD District Ordinance specified that as buildings are removed, the 
area would be stabilized with granular material or with grass. 
 
Landscaping: Both proposed site plans meet the landscaping requirements of the 
UDO.  The proposed street trees have been reviewed for placement, but not for species 
and species diversity.  Prior to release of a grading permit, the street tree plan must be 
approved by the Urban Forester.  
 
Signage: Signage designs have not been submitted with this Final Plan. Signage 
approved for the PUD matches closely the UDO standards, but deviates in a couple of 
places. In particular, the PUD allows the multi-family use in Area B to be included on a 
multi-tenant center sign within Area A. Future signage must meet the PUD District 
Ordinance and the UDO.  
 
Utilities: A utility plan has been submitted to CBU and has been conceptually 
approved.  
 
Stormwater: A stormwater plan has been submitted to CBU and is under review. 
Future phases of the PUD must incorporate stormwater detention and water quality 
features.  Final approval of the stormwater plan is required prior to release of any 
permits.  
 
Preliminary Plat: In addition to the proposed construction, the petitioner is also 
requesting a seven lot Preliminary Plat, with two additional common areas. Lots are 
defined by the public streets to be platted. This Final Plat will be recorded in at least two 
phases. A draft Final Plat for Phase 1 is provided. This shows the extension of Westplex 
Dr., the extension of “Old” 3rd St. and the partial platting of the street on the south side 
of the school. Other streets in the PUD will be platted with Phase 2. Phase 1 does not 
include the land that was part of the Adams Crossing II PUD.  The petitioner has not 
finalized purchase of this land.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The Bloomington 
Environmental Commission (EC) has made 2 recommendations concerning this 
development.   
 

1.) The petitioner should include space for recyclable material storage. 



 
 Staff response: While the City does encourage recycling whenever possible, 

neither the UDO nor the PUD District Ordinance requires the provision of 
recycling facilities. 

 
2.) The petitioner should incorporate multiple green building strategies into the 
building design. 
 
 Staff response: While the City does encourage green building strategies 

whenever possible, neither the UDO nor the PUD District Ordinance requires 
them to be included in this PUD Final Plan. 

 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The 
Bloomington Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Commission (BPSC) has made 
recommendations concerning this development. The recommendations below are 
paraphrased from their memo. These recommendations were received too late to be 
included in the staff review of the Final Plan.  
 

• 3rd Street and Westplex Dr. Entrance: The BPSC made several 
recommendations concerning this intersection, especially for the time period 
when the existing monolithic sidewalk is maintained and before the parking 
boulevard and plaza are built.  

 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that the petitioner provide a 
Maintenance of Pedestrian Traffic Plan for the transition period between Phase 1 
and the future phases. 

 
• 3rd Street and Patterson Dr.: The BPSC made several recommendations 

concerning the design of the pedestrian crossing elements at this intersection.  
 

 Staff Recommendation: This intersection has not been fully designed. It does 
not have to be changed until the first Final Plan in Area A. Staff recommends that 
the City Engineering Department review future changes to this intersection to 
ensure safe pedestrian crossing design, prior to grading permit issuance.  

 
• Old 3rd St and Patterson Drive: The BPSC recommends reducing the turning 

radii at this intersection, the inclusion of refuge islands and specific 
recommendations about the pedestrian signals.  

 
 Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that this be further reviewed by the 

City Engineering Department at grading permit stage.  
 

• Bike Parking: The BPSC recommends that the senior apartments provide some 
Class-1 bicycle parking spaces, but recommends some flexibility on the total 
number of spaces. 

 



 Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends full compliance with the UDO 
standards.  

 
Developer Track Record:  The petitioner, Patterson Pointe, LLC, has no development 
history in Bloomington. Another company controlled by several members of Patterson 
Pointe LLC is Station 11. LLC, which is currently constructing a 4 story mixed use 
building at the northwest corner of N. College Ave. and W. 11th Street.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of PUD-14-11 with the following 
conditions. 
 

1. The street tree plan must be reviewed and approved by the City’s Urban Forester 
prior to release of a grading permit.  

2. A copy of a permit or a letter stating no permit is required from IDNR and/or 
IDEM concerning the daylighting of the creek is required.  

3. Final CBU approval is required prior to issuance of a grading permit.  
4. The petitioner shall either construct or bond for the traffic signal and pedestrian 

improvements at 3rd and Patterson prior to recording of the Final Plat.  
5. The future Final Plat shall include a commitment to dedicate right-of-way for the 

private street to the south and the easement stub to the southwest if adjacent 
properties provide street connections in the future.  

6. The future Final Plan shall include a facilities maintenance plan per the UDO.  
7. Prior to recording of any future Final Plan, the triangular shaped piece of right-of-

way needed from Stone Belt must be acquired by the petitioner. 
8. Upgrades to the pedestrian signals and crosswalks at the intersection of 3rd and 

Patterson shall be required at the time of development of Area A, per PUD-29-
09. 

9. Final design and signal synchronization must be approved by City Engineering 
and Traffic Division prior to issuance of a grading permit.  

10. Both New Tech High School and the senior apartments shall provide bicycle 
parking per UDO requirements.  

11. Any encroachments into the public street right-of-way, such as the additional 
landscaping and paths for the New Tech high School gazebo, must receive a 
Right-of-Way Encroachment approval from the Board of Public Works.  

12. Depressed corner curb ramps should be replaced with perpendicular curb ramps, 
where appropriate. Existing monolithic curb and sidewalk along 3rd St. and 
Patterson Dr. may remain in place and be tied into the on-site pedestrian network 
until a Final Plan is approved for Area A. The petitioner shall provide a 
Maintenance of Pedestrian Traffic Plan for the transition period between Phase 1 
and the future phases when the existing sidewalk along 3rd St. will be replaced 
with the internal pedestrian plaza.   

 



MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:  3 June 2011 
 
To:  Bloomington Plan Commission 
 
From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 
 
Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 
 
Subject: PUD-14-11,  Patterson Pointe Planned Unit Development, Phase 1 
  West Third Street at Patterson Drive 
   
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
This memorandum contains the Environmental Commission’s (EC) input regarding the 
request of a Final Plat for New Tech High School, a 60-unit senior apartment dwelling, and 
creek restoration for the Patterson Pointe PUD. 
 
 
ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING: 
 
1.)  RECYCLING: 
The EC recommends that the petitioner allocate space within the site design to accommodate 
recycling.  The pick-up service is readily available in Bloomington if space is planned in 
advance at the site.  Recycling has become an important norm and has many benefits in 
energy and resource conservation.  The EC feels that recycling is an important contributor to 
Bloomington’s environmental quality and sustainability and should be embraced by all 
businesses. 
 
2.)  GREEN BUILDING: 
The EC recommends that green building practices be incorporated into the building design.  
Green building supports Bloomington’s overall commitment to sustainability and is being 
actively promoted by the city (http://bloomington.in.gov/greenbuild).  Green building can 
provide substantial savings in energy costs to a building over its life cycle and is thus an 
especially prudent investment in this time of rising energy prices.  Green building is also 
called for by the Mayors’ Climate Protection Agreement and City Council resolution 06-05, 
which support the Kyoto Protocol and reduction of our community’s greenhouse gas 
emissions, and resolution 06-07, which recognizes and calls for planning for peak oil.  
 
Some examples of appropriate green building features for this site include:  installation of 
high efficiency appliances and lighting; extra building insulation; more ceiling fans, zero to 
low VOC (volatile organic compounds) paint, carpet, and cabinetry; recycling or salvaging 
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construction and demolition material; and utilizing local building materials or products. 
 
EC RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Code Compliance Recommendations 
 
1.)  The petitioner should include space for recyclable material storage. 
 
2.)  The petitioner should incorporate multiple green building strategies into the building 

design. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   PLAN COMMISSION MEMBERS 
 
FROM:  VINCE CARISTO 
    Planning Dept. liaison to the Bloomington Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Commission 
 
RE:   PATTERSON POINTE PUD – FINAL PLAN 
 
DATE:  JUNE 7, 2011 
             
              
The Bloomington Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Commission reviewed the proposed final plan 
for the Patterson Pointe PUD at its regular meeting on May 16, 2011 and again its regular work 
session on June 6, 2011.  The following comments and recommendations were made. 
 
Comments 
 
The commission finds many laudable aspects of this project relating to its accommodations for  
bicyclists and pedestrians - the boulevard along 3rd Street, narrow internal streets, generally 
clearly marked and shortened pedestrian crossings, multi-use trail that extends to the edge of the 
site, close and accessible bus stop on 3rd St, and new crosswalks and pedestrian signals at the 
intersection of 3rd and Patterson are all good examples.  
 
However, the commission feels that the biggest asset of this project – its proximity to downtown 
and other locations which could allow its residents and workers to live car-less or car-free 
lifestyles – is compromised by poor off-site accessibility in several important ways.  These 
present especially problematic barriers for the old, young, and disabled – groups we expect to be 
well represented among the residents.  These barriers include: 
 

• Pedestrians will find it challenging to access the businesses on the north side of 
3rd St without a marked or signalized pedestrian crossing at Westplex Dr.  It is 
unreasonable to expect a pedestrian to walk nearly 1/10 mile east to the signal at 3rd 
and Patterson, and then 1/10 mile west simply to access a destination across the street.    

• Pedestrians will find it challenging to access downtown.  Old 3rd St, which could 
be an ideal pedestrian route, lacks sidewalks on either side along much of its length 
approaching Patterson Dr.  Additionally, the lack of a sidewalk on the south side of 
Adams St requires three additional crossings in order for pedestrians to safely access 
downtown via Kirkwood Ave. – a total crossing distance of at least 180’ and 10 lanes 
of traffic. 

• There are no walking connections to the medical facilities along Landmark Dr.  
We expect these to be heavily used by residents of the senior living facility.  It is 
unreasonable to expect them to walk up to 3rd St to access the adjacent facilities on 
Landmark Dr, adding up to 2/5 mile on a roundtrip.      

• There are no connections to nearby sidepaths or bike lanes.  Quality sidepaths 
exist to the west and south of the site (on Landmark Dr. and Bloomfield Rd, 
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respectively), but there is no way to access them directly due to intervening 
properties.  With the imminent completion of the W 3rd St road project, bike lanes 
will extend to Landmark Dr but not further east along the perimeter of the site. 

• Planned bike-ped facilities in the BPTGSP adjacent to the site are not being 
added.  Directly adjacent to the site, the BPTGSP calls for bike lanes on W 3rd St 
(high-priority) and a sidepath on Patterson Dr (medium priority).   

 
The commission realizes these issues have prior causes that can’t necessarily be remedied as part 
of this project at this time.  However, the commission urges the City to address these issues as 
part of its capital improvement program, figure out ways that new developments can help 
mitigate poor off-site accessibility for its users, and continue to use foresight in setting up new 
developments to make important non-motorized connections.   
 
Recommendations 
 
The commission has the following specific recommendations for the final plan under review for 
approval: 
 

• 3rd Street and Westplex Dr. Entrance.   
1. Until the parallel boulevard is built, the proposed design creates an unacceptable risk 

for pedestrians crossing Westplex Dr. using the existing sidewalk on 3rd St.  The 
location of the stop bar leaves them vulnerable to moving vehicles because it's 
upstream of the pedestrian crossing.  It’s unreasonable to expect pedestrians to go out 
of their way to cross using the raised brick crosswalk to the south – we can expect 
many will use the dangerous crossing instead.  To address this, a temporary design 
needs to be implemented until the boulevard is completed.  The temporary design 
should include moving the stop bar behind the pedestrian crossing and adding a 
piano-key crosswalk across Westplex Dr.  Additionally, the stop sign protecting the 
raised crosswalk should not be installed until the boulevard is completed in order to 
promote higher driver compliance with the proposed stop sign that will protect the 
temporary crosswalk.     

2. More should be done to safely accommodate pedestrians crossing 3rd St.  The curb 
ramp on the east corner should be moved from behind the stop bar so that pedestrians 
using it will be in plain view of turning vehicles.   

• 3rd Street and Patterson Dr.   
Because there is no sidewalk on the south side of Adams St, pedestrians walking 
downtown from the site will need cross the north or east side of this intersection to access 
the sidewalk on the north side of Adams St.  Piano-key pedestrian crossings should be 
added to the north and east approaches of the intersection to replace the current severely 
faded ones.  Also, perpendicular curb ramps, rather than depressed corners, should be 
provided where possible at each corner.  Additionally, a walking speed of no more than 
3.5’/second should be used in calibrating the pedestrian signals to account for the slower 
speed of older pedestrians (per ITE, AAA, AARP recommendations).   

• Old 3rd St and Patterson Drive. 
Pedestrian crossing distance on the east and west approaches is about 60’, the west side 
being increased 10’ to accommodate a turning lane for new traffic on Old 3rd St.  Large 
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turning radii’s at each corner of this intersection contribute to this problem, in addition to 
allowing vehicles to turn at high speeds – they should be reduced.  The AASHTO Green 
Book and ITE list turning radii of 10’-15’ as acceptable in situations where pedestrians 
are expected – the current range in this design is from 38.5’-40’.  Pedestrian refuge 
islands should also be added to the east and west sides of the intersection.  A walking 
speed of no more than 3.5’/second should be used in calibrating the pedestrian signals to 
account for the slower speed of older pedestrians (per ITE, AAA, AARP 
recommendations).   

• Bike Parking 
The commission finds that bike parking will be an important feature at the senior 
residence to accommodate the increasing desire for active lifestyles and the reduced 
driving ability of older residents.  Secure bike parking or bike lockers are an important 
requirement because older residents may have difficulty bringing bikes to the upper 
floors of the multi-story residence.  However, the commission finds it reasonable to allow 
some flexibility on the total number of required spaces.    
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