
WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

ORDINANCE 88 -50 

To Amend the Zoning Maps from RE to RS/PUD 
and Grant Outline Plan Approval 

RE: 3000 Block of Rogers Road (Max Kendall) 

the Common Counci.l passed a Zoning Ordinance 
amendment and adopted new incorporated zoning 
maps on June 7, 1978 which are now incorporated 
in Title 20 of the Bloomington Municipal Code; 
and 

the Plan Commission has considered this case, 
PUD-48-88, and recommended that the petitioner, 
Max Kendall, be granted an amendment to the 
Bloomington zoning maps and request that the 
Common Council consider their petition for 
rezoning of certain property: 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE COMMON 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, MONROE COUNTY, INDIANA, THAT: 

SECTION I. Through the authority of IC 36-7-4 
that the zoning be changed from RE to RS/PUD for the property 
located at 3000 Block of East Rogers Road, and more particularly 
described as follows: 

A part of the North half of Section 15, Township 8 North, 
Range 1 West in Monroe County, Indiana. 
Commencing at the Northwest corner of the Northeast quarter 
of the Northwest quarter of Section 15, said point being 
in the Northeast corner of Sherwood Oaks Section Seven; 
thence along the North line of said quarter quarter south 
89 degrees 7 minutes 46 seconds East 1312.95 feet to 
the West line of the Southwest quarter of the Southeast 
quarter of Section 10; thence North 0 degrees 6 minutes 
30 seconds West 194.00 feet to the centerline of Rogers 
Road; thence South 83 degrees 39 minutes 57 seconds East 
along the centerline 479.72 feet; thence leaving said 
centerline South 66 degrees 40 minutes 20 seconds East 
388.21 feet to the North line of Section 15; thence along 
said North line and the centerli.ne of Rogers Road South 
89 degrees 7 minutes 46 seconds East 757.00 feet to the 
Point of beginning; thence continuing along said North 
line and centerline South 89 degrees 7 minutes 46 seconds 
East 1035.90 feet to the Northeast corner of the Northeast 
Quarter of Section 15; thence leaving said north line 
and centerline and continuing along the East line of 
said Northeast Quarter South 00 degrees 00 minutes 00 
seconds East 759.00 feet; thence leaving said East line 
North 89 degrees 09 minutes 47 seconds WEst 1379.15 feet; 
thence North 33 degrees 58 minutes 04 seconds East 607.48 
feet; thence North 0 degrees 52 mintues 14 seconds East 
250.00 feet and to the point of beginning, containing 
20.09 acres more or less. 

SECTION II. Through the authority of IC 
36-7-4 and pursuant to Chapter 20.13 of the Bloomington 
Municipal Code, that an outline plan be approved and 
that the above designated property be designated a Planned 
Unit Development. 

SECTION III. The Outline Plan, as recommended 
by the Plan Commission, shall be as attached hereto and 
made a part hereof. 

SECTION IV. This ordinance shall be in 
full force and effect from and after its passage by the 
Common Council and approval by the Mayor. 



PASSED and ADOPTED by the Common Council 
<lf the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana, upon 
·:his __,__;0)

4
· __ day of Ociubfov , 1988. 

ilTTEST: 

PAM SERVICE, President 
Bloomington Common Council 

PRESENTED by me to the Mayor of the City 
c•f Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana, upon this -=.)_=() __ 

c'ay of Ocr , 1988. 

Clerk 

SIGNED and APPROVED by me upon this ~"" 1 
cay of ih(J , 1988. 

-'-~--

~~ ~Mayor 
City of Bloomington 

SYNOPSIS 

1he petitioner (Max Kendall) proposes 21 single family 
lots on ll acres and 48 multi-family units on the remaining 
5 acres for an overall density of 3.75 units per acre. 
1his 20 acre site is adjacent to the Stands on Rogers 
Foad. 
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****ORDINANCE CERTIFICATION**** 

In accordance with IC 36-7-4-605 I hereby certify that the attached 

Ordinance Number "' is a true and complete copy of Plan Commission 

Case Number PUD-48-88which was given a recommendation of approval 

by a vote of ____ 8_Ayes, __ 2 __ Nays, and __ D __ Abstentions by the Bloomington 

City Plan Commission at a public hearing held on September 12,198& 

~";,~&> a. m~~ 
Date: 9/22/88 

--~~~~-------------
er, y 

Plan Commission 

this .:Ji)_day of :ftptb·r;iJt( 

Fiscal Impact 
Appropriation Ordinance # Statement # Resolution# 

---------Ordinance --------------- -----------

Type of Legislation: 

Appropriation 
Budget Transfer 
Salary Change ----
Zoning Change XX 
New Fees 

End of Program ____ __ 
New Program 
Bonding 
Investments 
Annexation 

RE tci RS/PUD and outline plan approval. 

Penal Ordinance 
Grant Approval 
Administrative Change ___ _ 
Short-Term Borrowing 
Other -------------------

If the legislation directly affects City funds, the following must be completed 
by the City Controller: 

Cause of Request: 

Planned Expenditure ____ __ Emergency ___ _ 
Unforseen Need Other ___________________ _ 

Funds Affected by Request: 

Fund(s) Affected 
Fund Balance as of January l 
Revenue to Date 

$ 

Revenue Expected for Rest of year ----------------------­
Appropriations to Date 
Unappropriated Balance 
Effect of Proposed Legislation(+/-~) _________ __ 

Projected Balance $ 

$ 

$ 

Signature of Controller ---------------------
Will the legislation have a major impact on existing City appropriations, fiscal 
liability or revenues? Yes No_X __ _ 

If the legislation will not have a major fiscal impact, explain briefly the 
reason for your conclusion. 

This property is not within the City's incorporated 
limits. . 

If. t'he 1egJ:sla1:ion·wJ.ll'hav.:. "a ·major 'fiscal impact, explain briefly what the effect 
on City costs and· revenues will be and include factors which could lead to 
significant additional expenditures in the future. Be as specific as possible. 
(Continue on second sheet if necessary) 

Agency submitting legislation~ ____ P_l_a_n __ n_i_n_g~_D_e_p~a_r_t_m __ e_n_t_. ______________________ --c 

By.~ ___ T_i_.m_o_t_h_Y ___ M_u_e_l_l_e_r __________________ ~Date~_9 __ /_2_2_/_8_8 ______________ __ 
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****ORDINANCE CERTIFICATION**** 

In accordance with IC 36-7-4-605 I hereby certify that the attached 

Ordinance Number , is a true and complete copy of Plan Commission 

Case Number PUD-48-88which was given a recommendation of approval 

by a vote of __ B_Ayes,_2_Nays, and _O_Abstentions by the Bloomington 

City Plan Commission at a public hearing 

Date:-~9~/~2~2~/~8~8 ________ • 

held on Septembe-r· 12,1988. 

-n:w.,~~ a. m~~ 
Tim tl:!~~~ '!fwt\l!y 
Plan Commission 

Received this .3J2...day of 

Fiscal Impact 
Appropriation Ordinance # _____ :Statement # ____________ ~Resolution# _____ __ 

Ordinance 
Type of Legislation: 

Appropriation 
Budget Transfer 
Salary Change 
Zoning Change ~ 
New Fees 

End of Program 
New Program 
Bonding 
Investments 
Annexation 

RE to RS/PUD and outline plan approval 

Penal Ordinance 
Grant Approval 
Administrative Change == 
Short-Term Borrowing 
Other ___________ _ 

If the legislation directly affects City funds, the following must be completed 
by the City Controller: 

Cause of Request: 

Planned Expenditure 
Unforseen Need ---

Emergency __ _ 
Other. _________________ __ 

Funds Affected by Request: 

Fund(s) Affected 
Fund Balance as of January 1 
Revenue to Date 

$ 

Revenue Expected for Rest of year ---------------------­
Appropriations to Date 
Unappropriated Balance 
Effect of Proposed Legislation(+/-")c_ ________________ ___ 

Projected Balance $ 

$ 

$ 

Signature of Controller ________________________ __ 

Will the legislation have a major impact on existing City appropriations, fiscal 
liability or revenues? Yes___ No X 

If the legislation will not have a major fiscal impact, explain briefly the 
reason for your conclusion. 

Th.i s property is not within the City's incorporated 
limits. _ 

rt· 't'he 1~g:BilaL:iofi Will 'ha\l'e 'a major 'fiscal 1mpact, explain briefly what the effect 
on City costs and· revenues will be and include factors which could lead to 
significant additional expenditures in the future. Be as specific as possible. 
(Continue o~ second sheet if necessary) 

Agency submitting legislationc_ ___ P __ l_a_n_n_l_._n~g __ D_e_po_a_r_t_m_e __ n_t ______________________ __ 

By· _____ T_i_m_o_t_h~y~M-'u __ e_l_l_e_r __________________ _cDate, __ ~9~/~2~2~/~8~8~--------------
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IC~1 '-lc1rll1 Walnut St • P8 Box 142.:. • 3•oomn-;<tcn lnd:orc; 117-10~ {812) }J~-0200 

Andrew C Meller 
Gooffrc',' \•I Grod:·,o.· 

JrmlCJ; ~ Bohr;;· 
Jul1e V Kno>~ 

September 2, 1988 

He. Tim t1ueller 
City Planning Director 
City of Bloomington 
City County Building 
Bloomington, IN 47401 

RE: Thomas C. r.-Jartin/Kendall Pedigo Development Co. 
RE113-071G 

Dear Tim: 

This firm represents Thomas c. and Angela Martin, the owners 
of the 20.09 acres of Real Estate located in the North half 
of Section 15, Township 8 North, Range One West in Monroe 
County. 

Please consider this letter an amendment to the pending 
Petition filed on behalf of the property owner by 
l<endall/Pedigo Development Co. requesting that the Real 
Estate be approved for development as an RS-PUD. 
Specifically, the Petition should be amended as follows: 

Tim, 

(1) The density of the West 9 acres of the Real Estate 
1--1ill be reduced from 54 Units to 48 Units. 

(2) In the event the request for an RS-PUD is 
denied, the 01mer of the Real Estate wishes to petition 
for and have heard at the September 12, 1988 meeting a 
Petition for change of zoning from RE toRS. 

as you know, this proposal has undergone several 
changes, each of which has reduced the overall density of 
the project. The rev-ised request for an RS-PUD n0\1 has a 
density lower than the surrounding properties as Y1ell as a 
density which is below what would be available to the 
developer under the RS Zoning Classification. The 
preference of my clients is to have the project approved as 
an RS-PUD because they believe it will result in a 

development that: enhances the value of the property; is 
consistent with all stated City of Bloomington zoning 
classifications and policies, and is a use which is 
compatible with the higher density adjoining properties. 

This letter should be attached to the Petition which is 
pending and will be heard by the Planning Commission on 
September 12, 1988._-. If you have any questions about the 

conte~:- of :;:;s~~ttnplease contact me. VS}'Y Gly YD« 



!\ttgtl,;t 1988 ; : (l(} !'.Ill. 
(·_, 11 u 1<' i 1 C. lt;unbc' J'S 

PUD-48-88 HAX KENDALL 
3000 Block of Rogers Road 
Request for outline plan approval 

S i.nce the earlier hearings, this PUD request next to the Stands on 
E. Roget·s Street has been reduced in density from 5.5 units/acre to 3.75. 
The multi-family area has bee.n cut from 10 _to. 9 acres and from 80 to 54 
units l6 units/ac:r·e). The Single family component r,emains at 21 lots. 

Hulti Single Densitv 

Stands as approved 157 210 3.95 

Stands as dev~lopod 1.12 200 .LIt() 

l·i·uposed Kendal.l :o;ile Sit 2.L .l.75 

This represents a slightly higher density and a considerably higher 
proportion of multi-famiy to single family land area. We are not prepared to 
~11dor~0 tho concept of 9 OLit ·of every 20 acres in the vicittity bei11g multi-
f,-tnlt-1>'· On thr~ othl:l· h,-111d, the site :.d)llts "'l'hc StanJs" J!t aero:; multl-fa!llily 
parcel and the proposed pLm presents a single-family interface w·i th future 
development east along E. Rogers Street. The 3. 75 units/acre density is 
consistent with what could be achieved by a tight RS subidivsion. The traffic 
i.mpacts of the 75 units under consideration will not be of adversE; impact on 
E. Rogers conditions (D<.'!nsi ty levels on the extensive vacant areas south and 
east, of course, are a significant issue). 

Updat..s_ The proposal has been reduced from 54 multi-familv units 
to ~8. Overall density is 3.4 units/acre. It is also requested ~hat, in 
l~he evr=nt that the PUD is not approved, the HE to RS component of the 
requc.":l. be- adopted on September 12. H . .S, developed with minimum 60' x 120' 
lots, comes to over 4 units/acre, so the proposal is consistent wi.th 
Slll"]'()\11\ding Zlllling. Tile rntcrnat.ionnl Traffic l':tlgiJW~'r.'-i Trip Gl.'!lCl'<Jtitll\ 

manu;JI :-;haws lU daily l.l'ip ends for single. family and 6.1 for multi-family. 
f)a.sed nn these ralP.s, 3 scenar:ios and their traffic ar'e as follow:::: -

units trips 
acre units units trips 

Ma:-; imttm HS !, • 7 ~) 95 !0 950 
devtc 1 ''Ji!ll\'•nl 

Typ i c1 l HS 3 60 10 600 
development 

Pt·np(l: ;·,) 21 lots 10 2!0 

"8 apts. 6.1 293 

503 

~; 11 r- !'tlltlld in).; 

Jl'!V~ I ''\'llll'lll 2.5 50 J[) 500 

Staff <lbsecves that thi:.; sile couJ.d be developt'tl :in a manner consi::>tent wit.h 
single family sun·oundings wi_t.hout harm t.o the pllb.lic interest. At the same 
Liml•, Wt' h~el t.hat ir:-; arnmgement nlilkes soml'. Sl~tlSO in its re-l.:lliun t.o tl~~:• 
St·.ands lllult.i-family. lt does not set the pattern for multi.-family on The 
11ext 1·cact east. Staff recommends approval on condition of il substantial 
land:;l·.-qwd fea!'u!"Q in tli<! ]~ast. Rog~~rs sc>_tback r1ll' t!He L18 unit tract, similar 
tv Syc:1mon: Village:, <:llld entrance improvements Je.signed to also serve as a 
pass in~~ bl istet· foe tu1·ns into Sp:icewood Lane. 


