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Packet Related Material 
 
Memo 
Agenda 
Calendar 
Notices and Agendas: 
Notice of Change in Schedule for Common Council Departmental Budget 
Hearings  
Notice of Council Sidewalk Meeting in the McCloskey Room on Wednesday, 
July 21st at noon. 
Legislation for Final Action: 
Ord 04-17 To Authorize Reestablishment of the Cumulative Capital Development 
Fund (Revised) 
 - Revised version of the ordinance; (Please see the packet distributed 

on July 9th for the July 14th meetings for the initial piece of legislation, 
summary, and background material) 

Contact: Susan Clark at 349-3416 or clarks@bloomington.in.gov 
Three Ordinance Package Related to Downtown Parking 
Ord 04-14  To Amend Title 15 of the Bloomington Municipal Code Entitled 
"Vehicles And Traffic" - Re: Changes to Chapter 15.32 (Parking Controls), Chapter 
15.37 (Residential Neighborhood Permit Parking), Chapter 15.38 (Public Employee 
Parking Permits), Chapter 15.40 (Municipal Parking Lots, Garages, and On-Street 
Metered Parking), Chapter 15.48 (Emergency Removal and Impoundment of 
Vehicles), and Chapter 15.64 (Traffic Violation Schedule) 
Ord 04-15 To Amend the Ordinance which Fixed the Salaries of Appointed Officers 
and Employees of the Civil City (Ordinance 03-20) for the Year 2004 - Re: Adding a 
Parking Enforcement Officer and Two Security Guards in the Parking Enforcement 
Division 
App Ord 04-04 To Specially Appropriate from the Parking Enforcement Fund 
Expenditures Not Otherwise Appropriated (Appropriating Funds from the Parking 
Enforcement Fund for New Positions in the Parking Enforcement Division and the 
Purchase of Equipment) 



- Summary of Upcoming Amendments from Deputy Mayor James 
McNamara; Memo from Deputy Mayor James McNamara (placed online on 
June 15th) 
(Please see the packet distributed on July 9th for the July 14th meetings for 
legislation, summary, and other background material) 

Contact: James McNamara at 349-3406 or mcnamarj@bloomington.in.gov 
Amendment to Salary Ordinance � Reclassification Committee Recommendations 
Ord 04-16 To Amend the Ordinance which Fixed the Salaries of Appointed Officers 
and Employees of the Civil City (Ordinance 03-20) for the Year 2004 - Re: Positions 
in the Clerk�s Office and the Council Office 

(Please see the packet distributed on July 9th for the July 14th meetings for 
legislation, summary, and other background material) 

Contact: Daniel Grundmann at 349-3578 or grundmad@bloomington.in.gov 
  Daniel Sherman at 349-3562 or shermand@bloomington.in.gov 
  Regina Moore at 349-3408 or moorer@bloomington.in.gov 
Legislation and Background Material for First Reading: 
Ord 04-13 To Amend the Bloomington Zoning Maps from RS 4.5 to PUD and to 
Approve the Preliminary Plan for the South Dunn Street Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) - Re: 1330 South Dunn Street (Neighborhood Solutions LLC, 
Petitioner) 
 - Certification (7 � 3); Map of Surrounding Area; Memo from James 

Roach, Senior Zoning Planner; Memo from Environmental Commission; 
Memo from Bicycle and Pedestrian Commission; Memo from Fire Chief; Staff 
Report for June 14th and May 10th Meetings; Preliminary Plan Materials; 
Letters in Support; Letters in Opposition: Excerpts from the Growth Policies 
Plan 

Contact: James Roach at 349-3527 or roachja@bloomington.in.gov 
Minutes from Regular Session: 
March 24th  
July 14th  
 

Memo 
 

Dates for Departmental Budget Hearings Changed  
 
The dates for the departmental budget hearings will change next week.  The first 
night of hearings will be on Tuesday (rather than Monday) and cover the two 
departments (Transit and Utilities) originally scheduled for that evening.  The 
remaining budget hearings will then be held on Monday, July 26th, Tuesday, July 27th, 



and Thursday, July 29th.  This change in schedule will give the Administration 
another week to prepare materials for the Council. 

 
Five Items Ready for Final Action and One Item Ready to be Introduced at the 

Regular Session on Wednesday, July 21st  
 

There are five items ready for final action and one item ready for introduction next 
Wednesday.  The five items ready for final action were distributed and can be found 
in the packet for the July 14th meeting.  Please note the additional information 
regarding those items which indicated in italics below. The one new item is included 
in this packet and briefly summarized further in this memo. 
 
Regular Session on Wednesday, July 21st  - Items Ready for Final Action 
 
Ord 04-17 Reestablishing the Cumulative Capital Development Fund (with a 

Tax Levy of .05 per $100 of Assessed Valuation) (See Revised 
Version in this Packet) 

 
 Package of Three Ordinances Regarding Downtown Parking  

(See memo from Deputy Mayor McNamara in this Packet) 
 
Ord 04-14 Amending Title 15 (Vehicles and Traffic) - Re: Changes to 

Chapter 15.32 (Parking Controls), Chapter 15.37 (Residential 
Neighborhood Permit Parking), Chapter 15.38 (Public Employee 
Parking Permits), Chapter 15.40 (Municipal Parking Lots, 
Garages, and On-Street Metered Parking), Chapter 15.48 
(Emergency Removal and Impoundment of Vehicles), and 
Chapter 15.64 (Traffic Violation Schedule) 

 
 Possible Amendment from Councilmember Sabbagh would: 
 

• Provide weekend parking for public in Lot 11 until 11:00 
p.m.  

  
 Proposed Amendments from the Administration would: (See 

Memo from Deputy Mayor James McNamara for more details) 
 

• Withdraw the proposed South Downtown Residential 
Neighborhood Permit Parking Zone (Zone 8)  

 



• Expand the Monday � Friday, 5:00 a.m. � 5:00 p.m. 
enforcement zone to include one block of East 6th, one 
block of Washington Street, and portions of West 4th and 
South Madison (around WonderLab) 

 
• Provide parking on West Kirkwood Avenue in front of The 

Kirkwood Manor. 
 

• Add limited parking spaces on North College just north of 
10th Street for the retail uses in the new building going up 
there.  

 
• Offer some parking alternatives for the long-term 

downtown residents (e.g. Chris Smith�s concern) 
  

• Make some other �housekeeping� changes 
 
Ord 04-15 Amending the Civil City Salary Ordinance (Ord 03-20) to Add 

Parking Enforcement Officer and Two Security Guards in the 
Parking Enforcement Division 

 
App Ord 04-04 Appropriating $108,341 from the Parking Enforcement Fund for 

New Positions in the Parking Enforcement Division and the 
Purchase of Equipment 

 
Reclassification Committee Recommendations for Changes in the 
Salary Ordinance 

 
Ord 04-16 Amending the Civil City Salary Ordinance (Ord 03-20) to 

Reclassify Positions in the Clerk and Council Office  
 
Regular Session on Wednesday, July 21st  - Items Ready for Introduction 
 
Ord 04-13 Rezoning 6.9 Acres at 1330 South Dunn Street from RS 4.5 to 

PUD and to Approving the Preliminary Plan for the South Dunn 
Street Planned Unit Development (PUD) - Re: 1330 South Dunn 
Street (Neighborhood Solutions LLC, Petitioner) 

 
 



First Readings  
 
Ord 04-13 Rezoning 6.9 acres from RS4.5 to PUD and Approving a Preliminary 
Plan for 43 Single Family Lots and 3 Mixed Used Lots � 1330 South Dunn Street 

(Neighborhood Solutions, LLC) 
 
Ord 04-13 rezones approximated 6.9 acres of land on South Dunn Street from RS4.5 
to PUD and approves a Preliminary Plan for 43 single family lots and 3 mixed use 
lots along Hillside Drive.  It is being proposed by Neighborhood Solutions, LLC 
(Matt Press) with the help of Kirkwood Design Studios. Matt Press purchased the 
main parcel of land from Steve Smith and Tim Henke after they withdrew their 
proposal for this area last fall in the face of strong neighborhood opposition.  
 
Jim Roach, Senior Zoning Planner, has provided a memo to the Council, which 
describes this proposal and analyses it terms of the Growth Policies Plan and current 
zoning ordinance.  Please refer to his memo and the background material for a good 
understanding of this project. 
 
Rather than summarizing it here again, this memo will orient you to the project by 
highlighting the significant changes over the previous proposal and then discussing 
one of them in more detail.   
 
Here are some of the significant differences between this and the proposal presented 
to the Council last September:  

• The developer has worked collaboratively with and gained the support of much 
of the surrounding neighborhood; 

• There are rigorous architectural and site guidelines and accompanying 
covenants that dictate the appearance, placement, and use of structures 
throughout the PUD and are intended to assure the establishment of a �neo� 
traditional neighborhood.  This effort follows upon the form district created by 
the City along West Kirkwood (The West Kirkwood Plan) and takes it a step 
further by fitting a new six-block neighborhood into an older single-family area 
at the edge of the Core Residential Area. 

• This neighborhood would also include privately owned and maintained 3,500 
s.f. �pocket park;� 

• The single family densities will increase from 30 to 43 lots with a 
corresponding reduction in lot dimensions and most right-of-ways, and without 
a requirement for off-street parking; 



• South Dunn will become a narrow �queuing� street and, as a result of  a request 
of the Fire Department, the single-family properties will be equipped with 
residential sprinklers; 

• There is a Neighborhood Activity Center (NAC) along Hillside in a maximum 
of five buildings, with as much as 15,650 s.f. of commercial space on the first 
floor and 21,150 s.f. of office space on the basement and second floors; 

• Rather than the 20 apartment units under the previous proposal, the multi-
family component of the NAC would have 16 units, if solely occupying the 
second floor of the buildings, or as much as 32 units if the commercial space 
does not work and the first floors become apartments (with a maximum of 48 
bedrooms);  

• The parking for the NAC will be reduced by at least the 83 spaces ordinarily 
required by code and will include 34 spaces of angled-parking on Hillside; and 

• The site has been enlarged to include the lot at the northwest corner of 
Henderson and Hillside and portions of the City�s right-of-way that must be 
acquired through the Redevelopment Commission. 

 
Neighborhood Activity Center and Related Parking 
 
The Plan Commission spent much of its time discussing the Neighborhood Activity 
Center (NAC) and the proposed angle-parking on Hillside Drive and, for that reason, 
the rest of this memo will cover this topic. 
 
GPP  Policies. The NAC is a new and evolving concept for the GPP.  It is intended to 
serve as the focus for a neighborhood and to give residents a place to walk rather than 
drive their cars.  
 
The nature and scale of these commercial nodes should draw upon the needs of the 
neighborhood and their site designs should minimize adverse impacts on the 
surrounding neighborhood as well as include a full complement of pedestrian 
amenities.  With that said, they may also include residential or office space on the 
upper floors.  
 
They are intended to offer an alternative to the new commercial growth at the City�s 
edge and should be near transit routes, on primary and secondary collectors (not 
arterials), and should be surrounded by an adequate network of sidewalks.  While the 
GPP saw them cropping up in the center as well as the edge of neighborhoods, 
developers recently have placed them along the major thoroughfares and argued that 
they are only viable if conveniently accessible by car.   



Appearance, Use and Scale of this NAC.   This NAC will occupy three lots along 
Hillside Drive (Lots A, B & C) in as many as 5 2-story buildings with usable space 
on all floors approaching 36,800 square feet.  The building on the corner of 
Henderson and Hillside (Lot C) will look like a series of storefronts, and the 
buildings to the west (on Lot B and Lot A) may either look like storefronts or small 
apartment buildings.    
 
They are intended to have commercial uses on the first floor (15,650 s.f.) and office 
uses on the upper floors (15,650 s.f.) as well as in the basement of Lot C (5,500 s.f.).  
These uses have been tailored to serve the neighborhood and include:  
 
 Grocery/Convenience Stores 
 Offices (on first and second floors and basement)  
 Personal Services (excluding tattoo parlors and on-site dry cleaning) 
 Retail Services (excluding liquor stores and adult uses) 
 Restaurants 
  
 But specifically exclude all drive-through and gasoline sale uses (COA #3). 
 
In the alternative, these buildings may be occupied by as many as 32 dwelling units 
with a total 48 bedrooms.  In order to provide an incentive for commercial uses, the 
dwelling units on the first floors must be 1-bedroom studio apartments. 
 
While the list of uses may serve the surrounding neighborhood, there is some 
question whether the 36,800 s.f. of commercial/office space is also at the appropriate 
scale.  The memo from Jim Roach includes a table comparing this project with other 
recent NAC's including Renwick (32,000 s.f.) and the McDoel Grocery (5,500 s.f.) as 
well as other commercial nodes around the community. 
 
Reductions in Parking and Angled-Parking on Hillside.  This PUD calls for 
reductions in parking for both the single-family and mixed use portions of the project.  
If the NAC were to fully develop as a commercial/office project, the Planning memo 
indicates that our code would require 143 off-street parking spaces.  This project 
offers only 26 off-street spaces and provides for 34 spaces of angled parking on 
Hillside for a total of 60, which is 83 less than what the code would require.  Given 
these numbers, the NAC may not have enough parking to be viable or, in the 
alternative, may bring cars that it cannot accommodate and which will park in the 
surrounding neighborhoods.  
 



The 26 spaces of angled parking generated much discussion at the Plan Commission 
because the cars would pull out onto Hillside, which is a secondary arterial.  The 
developer addressed this concern by agreeing to purchase enough right-of-way from 
the City so that the length of each stall can be extended an extra 5 feet (from 20�3� to 
25�). 
 
The Plan Commission explored three options before accepting the developer�s 
proposal for Hillside. These options are in the packet and included: 

• Parallel parking on Hillside with an 8� �pull-off area� (which was consistent 
with the Master Thoroughfare Plan and more acceptable to City�s emergency 
services, but was opposed by the developer because of the loss of parking that 
could only be regained by removing a single-family lot).   

• No on-street parking, but more off-street parking behind the buildings (but this 
would threaten the viability of the NAC, remove the traffic-calming effect of 
pull-off parking, and require the loss of a single-family lot). 

• Angled-parking on Hillside with a curbed island separating the area from the 
travel lane (but this would reduce on-street parking, move the mixed use 
buildings away from the street front, and perhaps eliminate the building on the 
corner of Henderson and Hillside). 

 
The Plan Commission eventually supported angled parking despite its inconsistencies 
with the NAC and the Master Thoroughfare Plan recommendations because of: 

• Examples of angled-parking along other arterials; 
• The presence of a signalized intersection and a school speed zone; and 
• The necessity of the parking for the success of the NAC. 

 
Conditions of Approval 
 
After hearings on May 10th and June 14th the Plan Commission approved this petition 
by a vote of 7 � 3 subject to the following conditions:  
 

• It declared the intent to amend GPP to designate 1 acre along Hillside Drive as 
a Neighborhood Activity Center (COA #1);  

 
• It allowed the petitioner to reduce travel lanes on interior public streets to 7.5 

feet as long as the single family homes are equipped with residential sprinklers 
and inspected by the Fire Department prior to occupancy (COA #2); and 

 
 



It required the Petitioner to: 
• Exclude drive-through uses and gasoline sales from the list of permitted uses 

(COA #3); 
• Maintain travel lanes of 11� on Grimes Lane and a 12� on Hillside Drive when 

making improvements in the right-of-way (COA #4); 
• Locate all public improvements (on-street parking, street trees, and sidewalks) 

within the right-of-way (COA #5);  
• Provide a 20� radius of right-of-way lines at the intersection of Hillside  and 

Henderson (COA #6); 
• Dedicate 50� of right-of-way for South Dunn and construct all of it from 

Grimes Lane to Hillside Drive at the time of the final plan for the single family 
lots (COA #7); 

• Provide 8� wide parallel parking spaces along South Dunn Street adjacent to 
the commercial buildings (COA #8); 

• Arrange for the park to be privately owned and maintained, which shall be 
reviewed by the Plan Commission at final plan stage (COA #9); 

• Limit residential occupancies to no more than 3 unrelated adults pursuant to the 
local definition of �family� in single family zones (COA #10); 

• Obtain final approval of the drainage and utility plans from CBU by the time of 
the final plan (COA #11);  

• Purchase land along Hillside Drive from the Redevelopment Commission prior 
to filing the final plan (COA #12); 

• Preserve the regulated sight triangle for all on-street parking which requires at 
least 20� from crosswalks and 30� from approaches to stop signs (COA #13); 

• Design the north/south alleys by the mixed used buildings along Hillside Drive 
to accommodate truck traffic and the turning movements needed for deliveries 
(COA #14); 

• Construct a sidewalk along the south side of Grimes Lane from this project to 
the corner of Henderson once the design has been approved as part of the final 
plan (COA #15);  

• Place deed restrictions on the potential commercial lots along Hillside Drive 
that will be enforceable either by the future owners of the properties or the City 
and will restrict: 

o the hours of operation; 
o the size of delivery vehicles and times of deliveries in a manner that is 

reasonably designed to avoid noise problems with neighbors and traffic 
problems on Hillside Drive; 

o after consultation with Plan Staff and with review by the Plan 
Commission during final plan stage (COA #16); and 



• Not extend Wilson Street east of the alley between Dunn Street and Henderson 
(and the revised site plan will be reviewed by the Plan Commission during the 
final plan stage) (COA #17). 

 
 
 



NOTICE AND AGENDA 
BLOOMINGTON COMMON COUNCIL REGULAR SESSION 

7:30 P.M., WEDNESDAY, JULY 21, 2004 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

SHOWERS BUILDING, 401 N. MORTON 
 

  I. ROLL CALL 
 
 II. AGENDA SUMMATION 
 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR:   
   Regular Session, February 18, 2004 (postponed from July 14, 2004) 
   Regular Session, April 28, 2004 (postponed from July 14, 2004) 
   Regular Session, May 5, 2004 (postponed from July 14, 2004) 
   Regular Session, March 24, 2004 
   Regular Session, July 14, 2004 
 
 IV. REPORTS FROM: 
 1.  Councilmembers 
 2.  The Mayor and City Offices 
 3.  Council Committees 
 4.  Public 
 
  V. APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
 
VI. LEGISLATION FOR SECOND READING AND RESOLUTIONS 
 

1.  Ordinance 04-17 To Authorize Reestablishment of the Cumulative Capital Development Fund 
 
 Committee Recommendation:  Do Pass  8 � 0 � 1  
 
2.  Ordinance 04-14 To Amend Title 15 of the Bloomington Municipal Code Entitled �Vehicles and 
Traffic� � Re: Changes to Chapter 15.32 (Parking Controls), Chapter 15.37 (Residential Neighborhood 
Permit Parking), Chapter 15.38 (Public Employee Parking Permits), Chapter 15.40 (Municipal Parking 
Lots, Garages, and On-Street Metered Parking), Chapter 15.48 (Emergency Removal and 
Impoundment of Vehicles), and Chapter 15.64 (Traffic Violation Schedule) 
 
 Committee Recommendation:  Do Pass  4 � 0 � 5  
      
3.  Ordinance 04-15 To Amend the Ordinance Which Fixed the Salaries of Appointed Officers and 
Employees of the Civil City (Ordinance 03-20) For the Year 2004 � Re: Adding a Parking 
Enforcement Officer and Two Security Guards in the Parking Enforcement Division 
 
 Committee Recommendation:  Do Pass  8 � 0 � 1  
 
4.  Appropriation Ordinance 04-04 To Specially Appropriate from the Parking Enforcement Fund 
Expenditures Not Otherwise Appropriated (Appropriating Funds from the Parking Enforcement Fund 
for New Positions in the Parking Enforcement Division and the Purchase of Equipment) 
 
 Committee Recommendation:  Do Pass  8 � 0 � 1  
 
5.  Ordinance 04-16 To Amend the Ordinance Which Fixed the Salaries of Appointed Officers and 
Employees of the Civil City (Ordinance 03-20) For the Year 2004 � Re: Positions in the Clerk�s Office 
and the Council Office 
 
 Committee Recommendation:  Do Pass  6 � 0 � 3  

 
VII. LEGISLATION FOR FIRST READING 

 
1.  Ordinance 04-13 To Amend The Bloomington Zoning Maps from RS 4.5 to PUD and to Approve 
the Preliminary Plan for The South Dunn Street Planned Unit Development (PUD) � Re: 1330 South 
Dunn Street (Neighborhood Solutions LLC, Petitioner) 

 
VIII. PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR (This section of the agenda will be limited to 25 minutes 

maximum, with each speaker limited to 5 minutes) 
 
 IX. ADJOURNMENT 



 
Monday, July 19, 2004 
 
12:00 pm Safe and Civil City Advisory Board, McCloskey 
3:00 pm Smoking Policy Committee, Hooker Room 
4:00 pm Council for Community Accessibility, McCloskey 
4:00 pm Community and Family Resources Commission, Dunlap 
5:00 pm Farmers� Market Advisory Council, Parks 
5:30 pm Bicycle & Pedestrian Safety Commission, Hooker Room 
 
Tuesday,  July 20, 2004 
 
3:00 pm Bloomington Community Farmers� Market, Plaza 
4:00 pm Board of Public Safety � 220 E. Third Street 
4:00 pm Board of Park Commissioners, Council Chambers 
5:30 pm Public Transportation Corporation Board, Transportation Center � 130 W. Grimes 
6:30 pm Animal Control Commission, McCloskey 
7:00 pm Common Council � Departmental Budget Hearings, Council Chambers 
 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004 
 
9:30 pm Tree Commission, Hooker Room 
12:00 pm Common Council Sidewalk Committee, McCloskey 
2:00 pm Hearing Officer, Kelly 
7:00 pm Council of Neighborhood Associations, McCloskey 
7:30 pm Common Council � Regular Session, Council Chambers 
 
Thursday, July 22, 2004  
 
7:00 pm Environmental Commission, McCloskey 
 
Friday,  July 23, 2004 
 
  There are no meetings scheduled for today 
 
Saturday, July 24, 2004 
 
7:00 am Bloomington Community Farmers� Market, Showers Common 
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City of Bloomington 

Office of the Common Council 
 

 
NOTICE 

OF CHANGE IN SCHEDULE FOR THE 
COMMON COUNCIL DEPARTMENTAL 

BUDGET HEARINGS 
     

 
The Common Council will not begin the departmental budget 
hearings on Monday, July 19, 2004 at 7:00 p.m. as originally 
scheduled. The first departmental budget hearings will begin on 
Tuesday, July 20th at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers and 
include the budget for Transit and the Utilities Department.  The 
remaining departmental budget hearings will occur the 
following week and notice of those meetings will be posted in 
the near future. 
 
This statement is provided in accordance with the Indiana Open 
Door Law and provides notice that this meeting will occur and is 
open for the public to attend, observe, and record what 
transpires. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Posted: Thursday, July 15, 2004 
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MEETING NOTICE 
 

Common Council  
Sidewalk Committee 

    
 
 

The Common Council Sidewalk Committee will meet at 12:00 
p.m. on this Wednesday, July 21, 2004.  The meeting will be 
held in the McCloskey Room, at City Hall (401 N. Morton 
Street). The purpose of the meeting is to discuss sidewalk 
projects and procedures for 2004.  Because a quorum of the 
Council may be present, this meeting would also constitute a 
meeting of the Council as well as of this committee under the 
Indiana Open Door Law. For that reason, this statement is 
providing notice that this meeting will occur and is open for the 
public to attend, observe, and record what transpires. 
 
 
 
 
 
Dated and Posted: Friday, July 16, 2004 
 



ORDINANCE 04-17 
 

TO AUTHORIZE REESTABLISHMENT OF THE CUMULATIVE CAPITAL 
DEVELOPMENT FUND 

 
 

WHEREAS, Indiana Code §36-9-15.5 provides for the establishment of a Municipal 
Cumulative Capital Development Fund; and 

  
WHEREAS, The City established a Cumulative Capital Development Fund in 1984 by 

Ordinance 84-28 as reauthorized by, Ordinance 87-24, Ordinance 90-33 and 
Ordinance 93-38; and 

 
WHEREAS, The Capital Development Fund tax rate for the year 1983 pay 1984 was $0.15 

per $100 of assessed valuation; and   
 
WHEREAS, As a result of various general reassessments throughout the years, the Capital 

Development Fund tax rate for the year 2003 pay 2004 was .0284 per $100 of 
assessed valuation; and 

   
WHEREAS, The City desires to increase the Capital Development Fund tax rate as allowed 

by Indiana Code §36-9-15.5;   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, MONROE COUNTY, INDIANA, THAT: 
 
SECTION I. Ordinance 93-38 is hereby rescinded. 
 
SECTION II. The Cumulative Capital Development Fund (Fund) is hereby reestablished with a 
tax rate not to exceed $0.05 per $100 of assessed valuation beginning with taxes payable in 
2005, continuing until reduced or rescinded. 
 
SECTION III. The Fund shall be used in accordance with the applicable Indiana Code provisions 
which include but are not limited to the following: to purchase, construct, equip, and maintain 
buildings for public purposes; to acquire the land, and any improvements on it, that are necessary 
for the construction of public buildings; to demolish any improvements on land acquired under 
this section, and to level, grade, and prepare the land for the construction of a public building; to 
acquire land or rights-of-way to be used as a public way or other means of ingress or egress to 
land acquired for the construction of a public building; to improve or construct any public way or 
other means of ingress or egress to land acquired for the construction of a public building; to 
acquire land or rights-of-way to be used for public ways or sidewalks; to construct and maintain 
public ways or sidewalks; to acquire land or rights-of-way for the construction of sanitary or 
storm sewers, or both; to construct and maintain sanitary or storm sewers, or both; to acquire, by 
purchase or lease, or to pay all or part of the purchase price of a utility; to purchase or lease land, 
buildings, or rights-of-way for the use of any utility that is acquired or operated by the unit; to 
purchase or acquire land, with or without buildings, for park or recreation purposes; to purchase, 
lease, or pay all or part of the purchase price of motor vehicles for the use of the police or fire 
department, or both, including ambulances and firefighting vehicles with the necessary 
equipment, ladders, and hoses; to retire in whole or in part any general obligation bonds of the 
unit that were issued for the purpose of acquiring or constructing improvements or properties 
that would qualify for the use of cumulative capital improvement funds; to purchase or lease 
equipment and other nonconsumable personal property needed by the unit for any public 
transportation use; to purchase or lease equipment to be used to illuminate a public way or 
sidewalk; to purchase, lease, upgrade, maintain, or repair computer hardware,  computer 
software, wiring and computer networks, communication access systems used to connect with 
computer networks or electronic gateways; or to pay for the services of full-time or part-time 
computer maintenance employees. 
 
SECTION IV. In each of the years during which the Fund is authorized, fifteen percent (15%) of 
the property tax levy shall be used specifically for the acquisition of land for purposes including 
but not limited to greenspace, passive recreation, and/or conservation. 



 
SECTION V. All expenditures from the Fund shall be subject to appropriation by the city�s 
fiscal body.   
 
SECTION VI. If any section, sentence or provision of this ordinance, or the application thereof 
to any person or circumstances shall be declared invalid, such invalidity shall not affect any of 
the other sections, sentences, provisions, or applications of this ordinance which can be given 
effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this 
ordinance are declared to be severable. 
 
SECTION VII.  This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage by the 
Common Council of the City of Bloomington and approval of the Mayor. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Bloomington, Monroe 
County, Indiana, upon this ______ day of ___________________, 2004. 
 
 
 
�����������������������.���...________________________ 
�����������������������.���...MIKE DIEKHOFF, President 
���������������������������Bloomington Common Council 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________ 
REGINA MOORE, Clerk 
City of Bloomington 
 
PRESENTED by me to the Mayor of the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana, upon 
this ______ day of ______________________, 2004. 
 
 
 
_____________________ 
REGINA MOORE, Clerk 
City of Bloomington 
 
SIGNED and APPROVED by me upon this _______ day of ______________________, 2004. 
 
 
 
         ________________________ 
         MARK KRUZAN, Mayor 
         City of Bloomington 
 

 
SYNOPSIS 

 
This ordinance reestablishes the Cumulative Capital Development Fund with a property tax rate 
of $0.05 per $100 of assessed valuation.  It also authorizes an annual transfer of fifteen percent 
(15%) of the property tax levy for the acquisition of land for purposes including, but not limited 
to, greenspace, passive recreation, and/or conservation.  
 
Note: This ordinance was revised after it was  distributed in the packet and before it was 
introduced at the Regular Session in order to raise the set aside for the acquisition of land from 
10% to 15% and to clarify in the synopsis that the purpose for these acquisitions includes, but is 
not limited to, providing for greenspace, passive recreation and/or the conservation of land.  



 
 
The memos on the following pages are 
related to the legislation listed below. 
 
Ordinance 04-14: To Amend Title 15 of the 
Bloomington Municipal Code entitled �Vehicles and 
Traffic.� 
 
Ordinance 04-15: To Amend the Ordinance Which 
Fixed the Salaries of Appointed Officers and 
Employees of the Civil City (Ordinance 03-20) for 
the Year 2004. 
 
Appropriation Ordinance 04-04 To Specially 
Appropriate from the Parking Enforcement Fund 
Expenditures Not Otherwise Appropriated 
(Appropriating Funds from the Parking Enforcement 
Fund for New Positions in the Parking Enforcement 
Division and the Purchase of Equipment) 
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City of Bloomington 
Office of the Mayor 

Mark Kruzan 
Date: July 16, 2004 
To: Councilmembers 
From: James McNamara 
Subj: Amendments to parking legislation 
 
As I indicated at the Committee of the Whole meeting last Wednesday I will be bringing forward 
amendments to this Wednesday�s regular session to the parking legislation we discussed.  All the 
amendments are to Ordinance 04-14, to Amend Title 15. While I have not yet prepared the actual 
amendment documents, I wanted to give you an idea of what I saw coming forward for your 
consideration. I will also be talking with Dan Sherman about which of these ideas can be 
combined into a single amendment rather than addressing each point with a separate amendment 
upon which you need to vote. 
 
Proposed amendments: 
 

• Withdraw the creation of new Zone 8 residential parking zone from this legislation.  The 
proposal could be brought back for future consideration in the fall if the Council wishes. I 
now feel we need more time to communicate about the creation of this zone and get 
feedback, including Council feedback, about its boundaries and general desirability 

 
• Expand the Monday  - Saturday, 5:00 am to 5:00 pm, enforcement zone to include a 

block of east 6th Street, a block of South Washington Street (I mentioned this at the 
meeting,) and to include two block faces on W Fourth and South Madison for the area 
around the WonderLab. 

 
• Add parking spaces on the south side of West Kirkwood in front of the The Kirkwood 

housing development just east of Madison Street. Current Code prohibits parking there 
because of the location�s previous incarnation as a grocery store with wide cuts into 
Kirkwood Avenue from the grocery store parking lot. 

 
• Add limited time (less than 2 hours) parking spaces in front of the 10th and College 

residential development on the west side of College just north of 10th  Street to 
accommodate some retail in that project. 

 
• Something to address at least some portion of the issues raised by Chris Smith at 

Wednesday�s Committee meeting. 
 

• A �housekeeping� amendment to correct clerical errors and omissions I made in drafting 
the original legislation. 

 
While this may seem like a lot of revision, I don�t think you will find any of it contentious and 
hope you can support the amendments. Please let me know if you have any questions. Feel free 
to call me on my cell phone over the weekend or at any time. 
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City of Bloomington 
Office of the Mayor 

Mark Kruzan 
 
 
 
 
 
Date: July 10, 2004 
To: Councilmembers 
From: James McNamara 
Subj: Parking Legislation 
 
The parking legislation on your agenda comes to you as a package of three ordinances: 
 

• Ordinance 04-14: Amends Title 15 of the Bloomington Municipal Code and constitutes 
the bulk of the proposed changes 

• Ordinance 04-15: An Amendment to the 2004 Salary Ordinance that allows the hiring of 
two security guards and an additional parking enforcement officer 

• Appropriation Ordinance 04-04: Which appropriates money from the Parking 
Enforcement Fund to pay for security personnel, enforcement officer, security equipment 
and signage. 

 
Each ordinance is described in greater detail below.  It is worth noting at the beginning that the 
Parking Enforcement Fund is funded entirely with revenues from parking fees and fines. No tax 
dollars are allocated to this Fund. 
 
The legislation comes to you with the overarching goal of getting specific, concrete proposals on 
the table for your consideration. Other primary and interrelated goals include preparing for the 
occupancy of more than 1300 new bedrooms in the downtown area in the next two months (with 
a heavy concentration in the downtown�s westside,) and doing the best we can to ensure turnover 
of the on-street parking spaces in this area in order to increase the availability of that parking. 
We also want to use this opportunity to take measures to enhance the security at the parking 
garages in this area.  
 
These ordinances represent an incremental approach to downtown parking issues.  We do not 
presume that this legislation addresses all downtown parking issues.  We anticipate that 
additional measures may need to be taken, but we want to first learn from our experience of the 
next several months, both with the new downtown residents and with this legislation.  The focus 
of this legislation is on an area bounded by Kirkwood Avenue on the south, Rogers Street on the 
west, 11th Street on the north and Walnut Street on the east.  It also includes the establishment of 
a new neighborhood parking zone in an area bounded roughly by First, Lincoln, 3rd and Dunn 
Streets. 
 
 
 
 



The legislation addresses the following topics that this memo will address in turn. 
 

• On-street parking restrictions 
• City Hall Parking 
• Parking Garage Security 
• Neighborhood Parking Zone 
• Enforcement & Collections 
• Revenue Enhancement 
• Housekeeping 

 
 
On-street Parking Restrictions 
Ordinance 04 �14 Sections: 1-6, 18 
 
The legislation makes several changes to the Municipal Code regarding on-street parking. First it 
extends the boundaries of the area where the 2-hour parking limits, found throughout most of the 
downtown area, apply.  It extends the covered area to Rogers Street on the west and 11th street on 
the north, including those streets.  
 
Another change is an attempt to deal with what is sometimes called �storage parking�.  We�ve 
heard from many downtown stakeholders about on-street parking spaces being occupied on 
nights and weekends and thus unavailable to those who might visit downtown during those 
hours.  Currently the 2 hour downtown parking limit applies Monday through Friday from 8:00 
a.m. to 5:00. Ordinance 04-14 would change those hours so that the two hour limit would apply 
Monday through Saturday between 5:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  This means that a vehicle parked in 
a regulated space at 5:00 a.m. would be violating the two hour limit, and eligible for a parking 
ticket, if it was still parked there at 7:01 a.m.  It is our belief/hope that the necessity of moving 
one�s vehicle before 7:00 a.m. will discourage a significant percentage of those who might 
otherwise park their vehicles there overnight.  Obviously, the City would need to change its 
staffing schedule to enforce these changes.  
 
We�ve also had requests to increase the number of short-term parking spaces available in the 
courthouse square area.  We believe an incremental approach is most prudent here and, 
accordingly, we propose to convert eight spaces on the inside of the courthouse square from 2 
hour to 1 hour limits. Four spaces would be clustered around the northwest and southeast corners 
of the inside of the square. We also propose to add two 30 minute spaces on the northeastern end 
of Morton Street just south of Seventh Street. 
 
 
City Hall Parking 
Ordinance 04-14 Sections: 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 23, 24, 25, 27, 29 
Appropriation Ordinance: 04-04 
 
With so much of the new residential development going up very near City Hall, we want to do 
what we can to ensure that parking remains accessible to those visiting City Hall (on business, 
for meetings, etc.) and to our employees.  We are proposing to designate 15 spaces on Morton 



Street just south of Eighth Street as being exclusively for those visiting City Hall between 5:00 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  Those hours were chosen to discourage overnight parking and the possibility 
the spaces would then still be occupied after 8:00 a.m.  We hope to make parking in a space 
designated for City Hall visitors by those not actually in City Hall a $50 fine and a towable 
expense. 
 
We also want to protect the employee parking spaces on the south and north ends of City Hall in 
a similar fashion by prohibiting parking there without an employee permit between 5:00 am and 
5:00pm, and prohibiting parking there by anyone other than those inside City Hall at all other 
times.  The spaces would remain available after 5:00 for those attending a meeting, for example. 
But parking by anyone else on nights and weekends would be prohibited. We hope to make this a 
$50 fine for violations and a towable offense.  Exceptions are made in the ordinance to the above 
provisions for Farmers� Market. 
 
It will take extensive signage to make the new rules clear to those searching for parking spaces. 
The appropriation ordinance that is part of this legislative package includes $13,800 for such 
signage and the accompanying necessary poles and fixtures. The money comes from the Parking 
Enforcement Fund. 
 
Parking Garage Security 
Ordinance 04 � 14 Section 16 
Ordinance 04 � 15 
Appropriation Ordinance 04-04 
 
 



 
 

ORDINANCE 04-13 
 

TO AMEND THE BLOOMINGTON ZONING MAPS FROM RS 4.5 TO PUD 
AND TO APPROVE THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR 

THE SOUTH DUNN STREET PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 
RE: 1330 South Dunn Street 

(Neighborhood Solutions LLC, Petitioner) 
 
WHEREAS, on May 1, 1995 the Common Council adopted Ordinance 95-21,  which repealed 

and replaced Title 20 of the Bloomington Municipal Code entitled �Zoning�, 
including the incorporated zoning maps, and Title 21, entitled �Land Use and 
Development;� and 

 
WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has considered this case, PUD-09-04, and recommended 

that the petitioner, Neighborhood Solutions LLC, be granted a rezone of the 
property located at 1330 South Dunn Street from RS4.5 to Planned Unit 
Development and also be granted a preliminary plan approval for the South Dunn 
Street PUD.  The Plan Commission thereby requests that the Common Council 
consider this petition; 

 
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 and pursuant to Chapter 20.05.09 of the 
Bloomington Municipal Code, the property located at 1330 South Dunn Street shall be rezoned from 
RS4.5 to Planned Unit Development (PUD) and the Preliminary Plan shall be approved.  The 
property is further described as follows: 
 
A part of southwest quarter of Section 4, Township 9 North, Range 1 West, Monroe County, 
Indiana, being more particularly described as follows: 
 
A part of the West half of Seminary Lot Eighty (80) in Township Eight (8) North, Range 1 West, 
not platted Rolling Park Addition, and described as follows, to-wit:  Beginning at a point Four 
Hundred Fifty (450) feet West of a corner stone in the Northeast corner of Lot Number 1 in 
Rolling Park Addition to the City of Bloomington, as shown by the recorded plat thereof in the 
office of the Recorder in Monroe County, thence East One Hundred Thirty-two (132) feet, 
thence South to the Southeast corner of Lot Number Fifty-one (51) in said Rolling Park 
Addition, thence West on and over the South line of said Lot Number Fifty-one (51) in said 
addition, a distance of One Hundred Thirty-two (132) feet, thence North to the place of 
beginning; 
 
Also a part of the East half of Seminary Lot Eighty (80) in Township Eight (8) North, Range 1 
West, not platted Rolling Park Addition, and described as follows, to-wit:  Beginning at a point 
One Hundred Forty (140) feet West of a corner stone in the Northeast corner of Lot Number 1 in 
Rolling Park Addition to the City of Bloomington, as shown by the recorded plat thereof in the 
office of the Recorder in Monroe County, thence West One Hundred Thirty-two (132) feet, 
thence South to the Northwest corner of Lot Number Eighteen (18) in said Rolling Park 
Addition, thence East on and over the North line of said Lot Number Eighteen (18) in said 
addition, a distance of One Hundred Thirty-two (132) feet, thence North to the place of 
beginning; 
 
Also, fifteen (15) feet by parallel lines off the South side of Lot Number Fifteen (15) in Rolling 
Park Addition to the City of Bloomington, Indiana, and also Lot Number Sixteen (16) in said 
Rolling Park Addition, the plat of which is recorded in Plat Book No. 3 at page 68 in the Office 
of the Recorder of Monroe County, Indiana. 
 
SECTION II. The Preliminary Plan shall be attached hereto and made a part thereof. 
 
 
SECTION III. 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 of the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, 
Indiana, upon this _______ day of _____________________________, 2004. 
 
 
 
�����������������������.���...________________________ 
�����������������������.���...MIKE DIEKHOFF, President 
���������������������������Bloomington Common Council 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
REGINA MOORE, Clerk 
City of Bloomington 
 
PRESENTED by me to the Mayor of the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana, upon this 
_______ day of ______________________________, 2004. 
 
 
 
_____________________ 
REGINA MOORE, Clerk 
City of Bloomington 
 
SIGNED and APPROVED by me upon this _______ day of ___________________________, 
2004. 
 
 
 
�����������������������.����________________________ 
�����������������������.����MARK KRUZAN, Mayor 
�����������������������.���   City of Bloomington 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SYNOPSIS 
 
 
This ordinance rezones approximately 6. 9 gross acres along South Dunn Street between Hillside 
Drive and Grimes Lane from RS4.5 to Planned Unit Development. It also approves a preliminary 
plan that allows for up to 43 single family lots to the north and three lots of commercial/ multi-
family uses along Hillside Drive. 



 

****ORDINANCE CERTIFICATION**** 
 

 
In accordance with IC 36-7-4-605 I hereby certify that the attached Ordinance Number 04-13 is a true and complete 
copy of Plan Commission Case Number PUD-09-04 which was given a recommendation of approval by a vote of 7 
Ayes, 3 Nays, and   0   Abstentions by the Bloomington City Plan Commission at a public hearing held on June 14, 
2004. 
 
 
 
Date: June 18, 2004   
 Thomas B. Micuda, Secretary 
 Plan Commission 
 
 
Received by the Common Council Office this   _________   day of      _________________________          , 2004. 
 
 
 
Regina Moore, City Clerk 
 
 
 
Appropriation Fiscal Impact  
Ordinance #   Statement  

Ordinance #  
 Resolution #  

 
  
Type of Legislation: 
 
Appropriation  End of Program  Penal Ordinance  
Budget Transfer  New Program  Grant Approval  
Salary Change  Bonding  Administrative Change  
Zoning Change  Investments  Short-Term Borrowing  
New Fees  Annexation  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 1  $  $ 
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  
 
 
If the legislation will not have a major fiscal impact, explain briefly the reason for your conclusion. 
 
 
If the legislation will have 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.) 
 
 
 
FUKEBANEl ORD=CERT.MRG 







Interdepartmental Memo 
 
To:  Members of the Common Council 
From:  James Roach, Senior Zoning Planner 
Subject:  Case # PUD-09-04 
Date:  June 21, 2004 
 
Attached are the staff report, petitioners� statement, and map exhibits which 
pertain to Plan Commission Case # PUD-09-04.  The Plan Commission heard 
this petition at its June 14, 2004 meeting and voted 7-3 to send this petition to the 
Common Council with a favorable recommendation. 
 
REQUEST: The petitioners are requesting a rezoning of 6.9 gross acres from 
RS4.5 to Planned Unit Development (PUD) and preliminary plan approval for 43 
single family lots and three mixed use lots.  Also requested is a Growth Policies 
Plan Amendment to change the classification of part of the property from �Core 
Residential� to �Neighborhood Activity Center�.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     6.9 gross acres 
Current Zoning:   RS4.5 
GPP Designation:   Core Residential 
Existing Land Use:  Mostly vacant, rolling meadow terrain, scattered trees, 

6 existing homes 
Proposed Land Use:  Mixed residential and commercial 
Proposed Density:   

Total:   up to 10.9 u/a (75 units on 6.9 acres) 
Single Family:  up to 7.3 u/a (43 lots on 5.9 acres). 
Multi-family:  up to 32 u/a (32 units on 1 acre) 

Proposed Commercial: 15,650 maximum square feet retail  
+ 21,150 maximum SF of office 

Surrounding Uses: North, West � Single family residential 
East � Single family residential and Templeton 
Elementary School 
South � Mixed single and multi-family residential 
 

REPORT SUMMARY: The property in question is approximately 6.9 acres in the 
Bryan Park Neighborhood.  It is bounded by E. Grimes Lane to the north, E. 
Hillside Drive to the south, existing homes on S. Palmer Street to the west and 
existing homes and S. Henderson Street to the east.  Surrounding lots were 
created in the late 1920s. Since that time, a portion of E. Driscoll Street was 
constructed into the property and extended up the Dunn St. right-of-way to 
Grimes Ln.  Also, six small houses were constructed and used as rentals. These 
houses are in poor condition and not historic in nature. One house was recently 
moved to the northeast corner of Henderson and E. Miller Drive. 



 
Under the current RS4.5 zoning, the property could conceptually be developed 
with 26 lots. Instead, the petitioners, Neighborhood Solutions LLC, are requesting 
that the zoning be changed to Planned Unit Development (PUD) and a 
preliminary plan be approved to allow for 43 single family lots and 3 mixed use 
lots.   
 
The proposal includes the creation of new alleys to access rear garages and 
parking areas. Internal public streets would be developed with on-street parking 
and narrow travel lanes. The homes will be built with front porches, in locations 
close to the right-of-way, and in styles similar to those in the existing 
neighborhood.  The mixed use buildings would utilize on-street parking, outdoor 
�plazas�, and first floor commercial uses with residential or office uses on the 
second floor. Dunn St. would be extended through the property to Hillside. Two 
other rights-of-way, E. Driscoll Street and E. Wilson Street, stub into the property 
from both the east and the west. Driscoll St. is proposed to be extended through 
the property to Palmer St. while the Plan Commission required that Wilson St. 
end at the eastern edge of this property and not be extended onto Henderson St. 
All of these elements integrate into the �neo-traditional� or �new urbanist� feel that 
the petitioners are trying to create.   
 
GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The Growth Policies Plan designates this property 
as �Core Residential�, but the petitioners have requested that the GPP be 
amended to include the southern part of the property as a �Neighborhood Activity 
Center� (NAC). The GPP notes 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 have been identified� (Pg. 33).  
 
In general, the Plan Commission found that this proposal meets many of the 
policies and recommendations of the GPP. This proposal furthers goals of 
compact urban form and neighborhood scaled commercial centers. The 
dominant land use element of this project is still owner occupied single family 
homes.  This matches the general land use goal for �Core Residential� areas.  
The single family lots also meet multiple GPP recommendations such as 
providing garages accessed by alleys, utilizing a grid street pattern with multiple 
points of connectivity and providing compatible architecture and site design for 
new construction.  
 
The mixed use component has been designed to satisfy the recommendations of 
the GPP for �Neighborhood Activity Centers.� These buildings are designed at a 
scale so that they serve the neighborhood without attracting an influx of usage 
from surrounding areas. The proposed uses are also compatible with the 
neighborhood.  Residential uses are mostly located on the second floors of the 
buildings.  The buildings are pushed to the front edge of the site, framing the four 
corners of the commercial area at the street intersection. Parking is provided 



both on street and behind buildings and is at a scale to ensure that parking is not 
a large attractor for commercial users.  
 
This proposal promotes compact urban form in that it is a dense, infill project in 
an area that already contains city services.  This proposal preserves community 
character by maintaining the architectural character of the older core 
neighborhoods.  Improved connectivity is ensured through the linkage of street 
stubs adjacent to the property. Finally, the character of the neighborhood is 
ensured through continuation of narrowed streets into the development.  
 
LAND USE: 
 
Single Family: Single family uses are currently permitted in this zoning district.  
The GPP states that the Core Residential land use district is designed for higher 
density single family residential uses. The GPP also encourages maintenance of 
existing housing stock and utilization of City funds to provide incentives for 
increased owner occupancy and affordable housing construction. 
 
Commercial: The Plan Commission approved non-residential uses on the three 
mixed use lots along Hillside Dr. and an amendment to the GPP to designate this 
area as a NAC. Approximately one acre of land at the SW corner of Hillside and 
Henderson is already zoned Limited Commercial (CL) and is designated as a 
NAC. The GPP notes that other NACs may be designated in the future after 
further study.  
 
The proposed uses are very similar to the uses currently permitted in the CL 
zoning district. The GPP states that within NACs, the commercial uses should be 
�at a scale that serves the immediate neighborhood, including such services as 
small food stores, video rental, or small cafes� (Pg. 33).  The GPP also notes that 
�neighborhood-serving commercial uses, and possibly even office uses, may be 
most appropriate at the edge of Core Residential areas that front arterial street 
locations� (pg. 30).   
 



The proposed uses are as follows: 
• Grocery/Convenience Store 
• Offices 

o Permitted on first and second floors 
• Personal Services 

o Tattoo Parlors not permitted 
o On-site Dry-Cleaning not permitted 

• Retail Sales 
o Liquor stores not permitted 
o Adult uses not permitted 

• Restaurants 
• Drive-through uses are specifically excluded  
• Gasoline sales is specifically excluded  

 
Multi-family: The Plan Commission approved multi-family uses on the second 
floors of all the mixed use buildings at the southern end of the development. The 
petitioners also proposed that if commercial uses are not successful at this 
location that all of the first floors of these building be allowed to be used for 
studio apartment.  They described these apartments as single rooms with a 
bathroom and kitchenette.  This will allow for both the easiest possible 
conversion back to commercial space and the greatest flexibility of uses for the 
building owner.  The petitioners believe that there will be an incentive to utilize 
this space commercially because of the lower rents that can be expected with 
studio apartments as apposed to commercial space. 
 
If all of the first floors were developed with commercial uses, the lots would be 
permitted a maximum of sixteen (16) two-bedroom units, for a total of 32 
bedrooms.  Without any commercial on the first floor, the maximum number of 
units increases to 32 units, including sixteen (16) two-bedroom units and sixteen 
(16) studio units (48 total bedrooms).  
 
Corner Lots/Accessory Dwelling Units:  The petitioners also proposed that the 
�side street lots� along Wilson St. and Driscoll St. be allowed to be developed 
with either: 1) a garage for the house on the adjoining corner lot, 2) a separate 
house on a small lot, or 3) a garage with an accessory apartment on the second 
floor.  The petitioners also proposed that the accessory apartment only be 
permitted if the main house, on the corner, is owner occupied.  This will require a 
covenant within the PUD to assure this arrangement.  The GPP notes that 
�granny flats� may be an appropriate way to allow additional densities while still 
protecting community and neighborhood character (pg. 17). 
 
 



INTENSITY OF USES: 
 
Single family density, lot size and lot width: The petitioners propose a 
maximum single family density of 7.3 units per acre (43 units/5.9 acres).  This 
density would be reached if every corner lot was developed with two houses, or a 
house and an accessory apartment over a detached garage.  If all corner lots 
were developed with only one unit, this density drops to 6.1 units per acre (36 
lots/5.9 acres).  
 
The single family lot layout includes a minimum lot size of 2,266 square feet and 
minimum lot width of 40 feet.  The smallest lots would be the �side street lots� 
along Driscoll and Wilson. The largest lots, at 5,480 square feet, would be those 
same corner locations if the two lots were developed with only one house.  
 
Setback requirements are specific to the lot type.  The petitioners have proposed 
five different lot types, including Corner Lot, Side Street Lot, Mid Block Lot, 
Grimes Lane Lot and Live/Work Lot.  All lots along Dunn and Grimes include a 
10 foot build-to line for the required porches and an 18 foot build-to line for the 
main mass of the house. Lots along side streets include a 6 foot build-to line for 
the required porches and a 12 foot build-to line for the main mass of the house. 
In general, one and one and a half story houses are permitted to have 6 foot side 
yard setbacks, while two story houses are required to have 8 foot side yard 
setbacks. Rear setbacks are more restrictive than the current code requirement 
of 25 feet, except on side street lots.  
 
The maximum proposed single family density of 7.3 units per acre is higher than 
the average block density between Hillside, Grimes, Walnut and Henderson of 
5.8 units per acre. Were this property to be developed based on current zoning 
requirements, no lot could be smaller than 7,200 square feet.  There is a pattern 
of half lot splits on corners in this neighborhood.   
 
While the minimum lot widths proposed are inconsistent with the lots in the 
immediately adjacent blocks, which range from 54 to 62 feet in width, those lots 
were not developed along alleys.  Those lots require greater widths to 
accommodate driveways.  The proposed 40 foot minimum lot width is consistent 
with other lots located in the neighborhood further to the west along Walnut, 
Washington, Lincoln and Grant. The blocks along these streets, between Grimes 
and Hillside, were platted with widths of 40 and 41.14 feet and were also 
developed with alleys.  
 
Overall Density: Overall, the proposed maximum density is 10.9 units per acre 
(75 units/6.9 acres).  This density is obtained if all corner lots are developed with 
two houses and no commercial uses are developed along Hillside.  If none of the 
corner lots are developed with two houses and the mixed use building is 
developed in the �residential building type� with commercial on the first floor, the 
density associated with the petition drops to 7.5 units per acre (52 units/6.9 
acres). While this development is denser than immediately surrounding blocks, 



the density is comparable to other blocks in the neighborhood, especially those 
served by alleys. Surrounding densities range from 1.8 to 10 units per acre, with 
the densest blocks being along Washington Street.    
 
Commercial Square footage: A maximum build-out of the mixed use buildings 
on Hillside would allow for a maximum of 15,650 square feet of first floor 
commercial uses and 21,150 square feet of second floor and basement office 
uses.  The petitioners have provided a list comparing their project to other small 
retail uses in terms of square footage and street frontage. The GPP states that 
within NACs, the commercial uses should be �at a scale that serves the 
immediate neighborhood� without �attracting an influx of usage from surrounding 
areas� (Pg. 33). The GPP also states that in NACs, �commercial uses should be 
restricted to ensure their neighborhood focus� (Pg. 33).   
 
The following chart was prepared by Staff and compares the proposed 
commercial space to other existing or proposed commercial spaces in the City.  
 
 Location First Floor Second Floor 
Proposal Hillside and 

Henderson 
15,650 square 
feet  (SF) 

21,150 SF of office  
(including basement of Lot C) 

Renwick PUD 
Village Center 
(Not yet approved) 

Moores Pike 
and Sare Rd. 

22,000 SF 10,000 SF of office 

Covenanter Hill 
PUD Prof. Center  
(Not yet built) 

Covenanter Dr. 
and Clarizz 
Blvd. 

20,000 SF 12,000 SF 

McDoel Grocery 
Thomson Area 
PUD 
(Not yet built) 

Patterson and 
Rogers 

5,500 SF Residential 

The Shoppes 800 block of  
College Mall Rd 

37,500 SF N/A 

Colstone Square 3rd and Dunn 12,000 SF Residential 
Whitehall Park 3400 block of 

W. 3rd St. 
20,000 SF 
per building 

N/A 

 



Multi-family density: In terms of density, the proposed apartments range from 
14 units per acre to 32 units per acre, depending on the ultimate building type 
constructed and whether the first floors are developed with apartments.  While 
this density is higher than the surrounding neighborhood, which varies from 1.8 
to 10 units per acre, the density is mitigated by the architecture of the buildings, 
small unit size (studio and 2 bedroom units) and location adjacent to Hillside Dr.  
In addition, the petitioners propose that any residential use on the first floor only 
be studio apartments.  These apartments will be single rooms with a bathroom 
and kitchenette to allow for the easiest possible conversion back to commercial 
space. The petitioners believe that there will be a financial incentive to utilize this 
space commercially because of the lower rents that can be expected with studio 
apartments. 
 
Staff research determined that the proposed multi-family portion of this 
development is consistent with other small, neighborhood sized, multi-family 
developments in the area.  Existing small-scale multi-family within the 
neighborhood ranges in density from 15 to 40 units per acre. While these 
densities are greater than any multi-family zoning district would allow, some of 
these developments are as small as 10 units.   
 
SITE DESIGN: 
 
Single Family Architecture: The petitioners� proposal includes six specific 
house types for lots in this development.  Not all house types will be allowed on 
all lots.  They have designed the house types to replicate housing types found in 
the neighborhood. Some features of the houses include a first floor elevation a 
few feet above the elevation of the street, specific paint schemes, first floor 
ceiling heights between 9 and 10 feet, large front porches, large double hung 
windows and a prohibition against vinyl siding.  
 
Specific requirements for architecture are listed on Figure 11.  Examples of 
features regulated include siding material, porch construction, roof pitch and 
type, porch roof pitch and type, porch width as a percentage of house width (70-
85%), window type, roof and siding color and window arrangement.  
 
The GPP encourages infill development in core neighborhoods to maintain and 
respect the historic context and architectural character of the existing homes.  
The Plan Commission found that the listed architectural elements, as well as the 
small front yard setback, limited height of homes and alley accessed garages, 
provide a sufficient commitment to houses that are of high quality, and are 
compatible with and complementary to existing houses in the area.  
 
Housing Styles, Locations and Features 
  Lots Features 
Type A 1 Story 

Bungalow 
Corner Lot 
Side Street Lot 
40' Mid Block Lot 
42' Mid Block Lot 

Max. 3 bedrooms 
Max. 1400-finished sf 



Grimes Lane Lot 
Live/ Work Lot 

Type B 1 1/2 Story 
Bungalow 

Corner Lot 
40' Mid Block Lot 
42' Mid Block Lot 
Grimes Lane Lot 
Live/Work Lot 

Max. 4 bedrooms 
Max. 2000-finished sf  
Max. 1400 sf footprint 

Type C Foursquare Corner Lot 
42' Mid Block Lot 
Grimes Lane Lot 
Live/Work Lot 

Max. 4 bedrooms 
Max. 2000-finished sf 
Max. 1160 sf footprint 

Type D 1 1/2 Story 
Cottage 

Side Street Lot Max. 2 bedrooms 
Max. 1100-finished sf  
Max. 700 sf footprint 

Type E 2 Story 
Cottage 

Side Street Lot Max. 3 bedrooms 
Max. 1100-finished sf 
Max. 550 sf footprint 

Type F Relocated 
BRI House 

Side Street Lot Two of the existing houses will be 
relocated and remodeled by 
Bloomington Restorations, Inc. 

 
Mixed Use Building Architecture: The mixed use buildings at the south end of 
the development are proposed at two stories.  The building on Lot C will also 
have a partially exposed basement because of grade changes. The architecture 
of these buildings will be either a residential or storefront design. The petitioners 
committed that Lot C, the lot at the corner of Hillside Dr. and Henderson St., must 
have the storefront design.  The �residential type� was designed based on a 
small-scale apartment building. This building type would still allow commercial 
uses on the first floor. The �storefront type� would be as the name implies: a 
series of storefronts, broken into bays, which give the impression of several 
buildings, instead on one larger building.  
 
Access and Connectivity: Access to individual lots and off-street parking for the 
mixed use buildings would be from newly constructed alleys on both sides of the 
development.  This portion of the Bryan Park neighborhood was not platted with 
alleys.  Both of the proposed alleys would be 12 feet in width, within 15 foot wide 
right-of-ways, and extend from Grimes to Hillside. The Public Works and 
Engineering Departments are willing to accept these alleys as public rights-of-
way and are willing to review the 12 foot width requirement if the alleys must be 
narrower in spots to avoid natural features on the site.  
 



With this development, Dunn St. would be constructed through the property from 
Grimes Ln. to Hillside Dr.  Wilson St. and Driscoll St. would also be extended to 
connect to Palmer St. Off-site sections of these roads would be constructed with 
sidewalk on one side of the street. 
 
The Plan Commission found that extending Wilson St. to Henderson St. was not 
necessary to serve connectivity.  At the request of the Plan Commission, staff 
researched planning literature and other communities� ordinances concerning 
acceptable levels of connectivity for developments. This research determined 
that communities typically use prohibitions against cul-de-sacs or maximum block 
length requirements to ensure connectivity.  Some communities use a 
�Connectivity Index� to measure the level of connectivity in a development.  While 
all of these communities use slightly different methods to determine the index 
and have different levels of connectivity they find acceptable, all calculate the 
index by dividing the number of links (road segments) by the number of nodes 
(intersections or cul-de-sacs).  Using these methods, the proposed PUD, both 
with or without the extension of Wilson St. to Henderson St., would exceed all of 
these communities� standards.  
 
Community Minimum 

Acceptable 
S. Dunn with 
Wilson  

S. Dunn without 
Wilson 

Cary, NC 1.2 1.4 1.25 
Orlando, FL  1.4 2.38 2.29 
Hillsbourgh County, 
FL 

2.0 3.5 3.0 

San Antonio, TX  1.2 3.5 3.0 
Concord, NC 1.4 3.5 3.0 

 
Handy, Susan; Robert G. Paterson and Kent Butler. (2003). Planning for Street Connectivity: Getting from Here 
to There. Planning Advisory Service Report No. 515. Chicago, IL: American Planning Association.  

 
The Plan Commission found that while the proposed intersection of Wilson St. 
and Henderson St. met minimum safety requirements for line of site, it would 



create traffic hazards for both vehicles and pedestrian. The Plan Commission 
was concerned about the dog-leg situation created with Brenda Ln., the potential 
for cut-through traffic trying to avoid the light at Henderson St. and Hillside Dr., 
pedestrian safety in crossing mid-block to Templeton Elementary School and the 
impacts of this road on the immediately adjacent property owners. 
 
To address the issue of pedestrian safety, the petitioners committed to 
constructing a sidewalk on the south side of Grimes Ln. between the 
development and the intersection with Henderson St.  This sidewalk will facilitate 
an additional safe point for pedestrians to cross Henderson St.  
 
Street Standards:  The petitioners propose that all interior streets provide 7 ½ 
foot travel lanes with additional pavement width for parking on one side of the 
street.  These narrowed travel lanes create a queuing arrangement where 
vehicles must stop and what for a car traveling in the opposite direction to pass 
before proceeding. The proposed intersections are also slightly narrowed using 
�bump-outs� to protect the street parking.  The intersections are proposed to 
include curbs with narrowed, but �mountable,� turning radii. The petitioners 
provided examples of existing streets in the City that have a queuing 
arrangement.  These examples are in older, �Core Residential� areas.  It should 
be noted that queuing streets are identified in the AASHTO �Green Book� manual 
as being common in single family areas, where a low number of short distance 
trips can be expected.  
 
The Plan Commission approved these reduced street cross sections after 
consultation with the Bloomington Fire Department.  The Fire Department�s ideal 
solution was for the petitioners to agree to install residential sprinkler systems in 
every house.  With the petitioners� commitment for residential sprinklers, the Fire 
Department believes the 7 ½ foot travel lanes in a queuing street arrangement 
would not hinder fire protection.   
 
Right-of-way: Fifty feet of right-of-way was required on Dunn Street. The Plan 
Commission allowed the petitioners to dedicated only 42 feet of right-of-way for 
Driscoll St. and Wilson St. This is appropriate because the existing sections of 
these streets only have 37 feet of right-of-way.   
 
The Plan Commission approved a right-of-way dedication reduction on Grimes.  
Instead of the required 32.5 feet from centerline, the Plan Commission allowed 
only 29 feet to be dedicated. This provides for the necessary half right-of-way 
needed to allow for 11 foot wide travel lanes, a parking lane, tree plot and 
sidewalk.   
 
Purchase of Hillside Right-of-way: The petitioners have requested that the 
Bloomington Redevelopment Commission consider giving up some of the land it 
owns along Hillside Dr.  This land was purchased by the City in order to facilitate 
improvements to the intersection of Hillside Dr. and Henderson St. However, the 



Redevelopment Commission owns more land than required for the long term 
needs of Hillside Dr., based on the Thoroughfare Plan. The petitioners intend to 
make an offer to purchase part of this land if the rezoning request is approved by 
the Common Council. Staff notes that the schematic location of the right-of-way 
purchase only includes those areas outside of the 40 foot from centerline 
Thoroughfare Plan requirement  that are not needed for public improvements, 
such as parking, street trees and sidewalk.  
 
Single Family Parking: The Zoning Ordinance requires that all single family lots 
provide a minimum of two off-street parking spaces.  This can take place in an 
attached or detached garage or on a parking pad or driveway.  The petitioners 
propose that no lot be required to provide off-street spaces.  In addition, under 
some scenarios the corner lots are prohibited from providing parking.  Only 
detached garages or an 18� by 18� parking pad would be permitted.   All off-street 
parking access will be from the proposed alleys, which is consistent with the GPP 
recommendation for core residential neighborhoods (Pg. 30).   
 
Mixed Use Parking: The following chart summarizes the parking approved by 
the Plan Commission with this petition versus Zoning Ordinance requirements.  
This parking requirement was calculated based on these lots being developed 
with the �storefront building type� and the buildings being used exclusively for 
commercial uses. Other build out scenarios would require less parking. The Plan 
Commission believed that this reduction was appropriate due to both the 
presence of new on-street parking spaces as well as the neighborhood-focused, 
mixed use nature of the proposed land uses. Staff notes that some on-street 
parking must be eliminated in order to meet minimum standards for distance to 
intersections and cross walks and to keep parked cars out of the �sight triangle.� 



 
  Required Proposed 
Single Family 
Parking 

Off-street 86 spaces 
(2 per lot) 

0 spaces required 

 On-street 0 spaces 64 max spaces  
(1.5 per lot) 

Maximum Mixed 
Use Parking 

Off-street 143 spaces 26 spaces 

 On-street 0 spaces 34 spaces 
Total Mixed Use   143 spaces 60 spaces 
 
Parking on Hillside and Alternatives: The Plan Commission approved a plan 
that included on-street, pull-in parking spaces along Hillside Dr. The petitioners 
stated that on-street parking was necessary if the proposed commercial uses on 
Hillside Dr. were to be viable.  The petitioners note that this parking would slow 
traffic in a school zone and provide more spaces than a parallel parking scenario. 
They also note that other examples of pull-in, angled parking along arterial 
roadways can be found in the City on S. Rogers Street, W. 17th Street, E. 3rd 
Street, E. 10th Street, and S. Henderson Street. 
 
The AASHTO �Green Book� manual notes that angled parking is allowable under 
certain circumstances. The manual states that any on-street parking �decreases 
through traffic capacity, impedes traffic flow, and increase crash potential.� It 
does however state that in urban areas the �existing and developing land uses 
may necessitate the consideration of on-street parking.� It also notes that angled 
parking presents problems because of the varying length of vehicles the need for 
good sight distance (pg. 377). The petitioners� plan includes parking stalls that 
are 25 feet deep instead of the 20 feet and 3 inches required by the Zoning 
Ordinance.  These deeper parking stalls would increase visibility of exiting 
vehicles, by providing drivers with increased maneuvering space and sight 
distance, and provide for a higher level of safety. 
 
Hillside is classified as a secondary arterial roadway and has traffic counts of 
approximately 8,200 average daily trips.  Hillside is currently functioning at Level 
of Service (LOS) �C� along most of its length.  While the posted speed limit on 
this street is 30 mph, the average speed is 32/34 mph and the 85th percentile 
speed is 38/39 mph. A disadvantage of pull-in on-street parking is that it would 
introduce an additional point of vehicular conflict on a street meant to serve a 
high degree of vehicular mobility. 
 
The Plan Commission asked staff to put together schematic illustrations of 
alternatives to angled parking on Hillside Dr.  For the benefit of the Council, three 
alternatives are presented in the packet.  These alternatives include: 1) parallel 
parking on Hillside Dr. with an 8- foot �pull-off area,� 2) no on street parking on 
Hillside Drive, but increased parking behind the buildings, and 3) angled spaces 
along Hillside Drive with a curbed island separating this parking from the travel 



lane.  
 
The first alternative, parallel parking on Hillside Dr., is supported by the Master 
Thoroughfare Plan and is more acceptable to City emergency service providers 
than pull-in spaces.  This alternative would mean a reduction of about half of the 
on-street parking on Hillside Dr.  Some of this parking could be regained behind 
the mixed use buildings but would necessitate the loss of one single family lot.   
 
The second alternative, no parking on Hillside Dr., would likely mean that 
commercial uses would not be viable at this location. There would simply be no 
parking presence on the street to pull-in customers from Hillside.  Also, there 
would be no traffic calming benefit associated with pull-in parking off Hillside Dr.  
Some lost parking could be regained behind the mixed use buildings, but this 
would necessitate the loss of one single family lot. 
 
Finally, the Plan Commission suggested an alternative that would involve pull-in 
parking between the street and the proposed buildings, but be separated from 
the lane of traffic with some sort of physical barrier.  Some of the disadvantages 
of this plan include the removal of valuable on-street parking spaces, relocation 
of the proposed mixed use buildings away from the street edge, and possible 
elimination of the proposed mixed use building at Henderson and Hillside.  
 
The GPP has several statements related to parking in NACs and along arterial 
roadways. The GPP states that parking in NACs should not be �used as an 
attractor for commercial users� and that �parking should be located in the side or 
rear of buildings� in order to �minimize street cuts in front of buildings� (Pg. 34). 
The Master Thoroughfare Plan notes that if on-street parking is provided on 
secondary arterials it should be in the form of an 8 foot parking lane, but it does 
not list on-street parking as a priority for the right-of-way or as a recommended 
�traffic management feature� (Pg. 88). Finally, the Thoroughfare Plan notes that 
arterial streets serve a �higher degree of mobility� and �longer trips within the city� 
than do collector streets. Arterial streets serve a �larger city-wide function� and 
�connect major destinations� (Pg. 81). 
 
The Plan Commission approved the on-street parking plan because they 
believed that the safety impacts of the parking were mitigated by such factors as 
the proposal for longer parking stall lengths, location of the project near a 
signalized intersection and the location of the project in a restricted speed/school 
zone. They also believed that on-street parking was necessary for the 
commercial uses to be successful.  
 
Private Park: The petitioners have proposed an approximately 3,500 square foot 
private �pocket park� at the southeast corner of Dunn and Wilson. This park will 
be owned and maintained by either a homeowner�s association or some other 
non-profit group.   
 



Environmental Issues: The property includes several large trees, mainly silver 
maples.  While these trees are not of high quality, the petitioners intend to 
preserve them where possible.  On some lots, the sidewalk may need to 
meander from the road to preserve these existing trees.  
 
Utilities: This site has adequate utility service for both water and sanitary sewer. 
Schematic plans have been submitted to CBU and have received conceptual 
approval.   
 
Stormwater: A schematic drainage plan has been submitted to CBU and has 
received conceptual approval. This plan includes off-site improvements and 
piping of stormwater to the north to discharge into the creek along Davis Street 
and to the south to discharge closer to Clear Creak.  
 
Transit: The north side of the property along Grimes and the far southeast 
corner of the property along Henderson are on Bloomington Transit�s route #2. 
The GPP encourages the City to place higher density residential development 
within walking distance to transit routes. 
 
Recommendation:  The Plan Commission voted 7-3 to send this petition to the 
Common Council with a favorable recommendation with the following conditions: 

 
1. The GPP is hereby amended to designate the southern one (1) acre, which 

includes the three mixed use buildings, as a �Neighborhood Activity Center.� 
2. All of the proposed single family homes located within the PUD are required 

to be equipped with residential sprinklers.  These homes must all be 
inspected by the City Fire Department prior to occupancy.  Fire hydrants 
shall be located on the side the street with no parking. As part of this 
condition, travel lanes along all interior public streets may be reduced to 
seven (7.5) feet in width. 

3. Drive-through uses and gasoline sales are specifically excluded from the list 
of permitted uses.   

4. In association with the public improvements constructed by the petitioners, 
Grimes Ln. must maintain eleven (11) foot wide travel lanes and Hillside Dr. 
and Henderson St. must maintain twelve (12) foot wide travel lanes per the 
Thoroughfare Plan.   

5. All public improvements, including on-street parking, street trees and a 
minimum of five (5) foot wide sidewalks must be located within the road 
right-of-way. 

6. A twenty (20) foot radius of the right-of-way lines at the intersection of 
Hillside and Henderson is required. 

7. Dunn Street must be constructed through to Hillside in conjunction with final 
plans for the single family lots, not the mixed use buildings. Fifty (50) feet of 
right-of-way must be dedicated for Dunn St. 

8. Parallel parking adjacent to commercial buildings along Dunn Street must 
be eight (8) feet wide.  



9. The proposed �park� must be privately owned and maintained. Ownership 
and maintenance arrangements shall be reviewed by the Plan Commission 
at Final Plan stage.  

10. Occupancy of all lots and multi-family units are subject to the single family 
definition of �family�, which includes not more than three (3) unrelated 
adults.  

11. Final approval of drainage and utility plans by CBU is required in 
conjunction with final plan approval.  

12. Land purchase from the Bloomington Redevelopment Commission must be 
finalized prior to final plan filing.  

13. All on-street parking spaces must be clear of the regulated sight triangle, not 
be within twenty (20) feet of a crosswalk and not be within thirty (30) feet of 
the approach to a stop sign.  

14. The proposed north south alleys adjacent to the mixed use buildings shall 
be designed to accommodate truck traffic and turning movements to handle 
deliveries.  

15. A sidewalk is required on the south side of Grimes Ln. from Dunn St. to 
Henderson St.  Design of this sidewalk link shall be determined at final plan 
stage.  

16. The petitioners will place deed restrictions, enforceable by the neighborhood 
(i.e., future owners of property in the parcel) or the City, on the potential 
commercial lots along Hillside Drive, restricting the size of regular delivery 
vehicles and the hours of regular deliveries in a manner reasonably 
designed to avoid noise problems in the neighborhood and traffic problems 
on Hillside Drive, with the specific restrictions to be determined in 
consultation with staff. Also, the operating hours of the commercial 
establishments will be reasonably restricted, with the specific restrictions to 
be determined in consultation with staff.  (Staff note: These deed restrictions 
will be reviewed by the Plan Commission during the Final Plan stage) 

17. The extension of Wilson Street will not be constructed east of the alley 
between Dunn and Henderson. (Staff note: A reworked site plan, removing 
this road from the plan, will be reviewed by the Plan Commission during the 
Final Plan stage) 



Selected quotes from the 2002 GROWTH POLICIES PLAN:  
An analysis of the Growth Policies Plan is included throughout the staff report.  
Following are quotes from the GPP that staff believes directly relate to the 
proposal.  
 
• Core Residential: Core Residential areas are characterized by a grid-like 

street system, alley access to garages, small street setbacks, and a mixture 
of owner occupants and rental units. The unique character, urban form and 
land use pattern of the near-downtown residential areas must be protected 
and enhanced. (pg. 30) 

• Core Residential: [The Core Residential] district is designed primarily for 
higher density single family residential use. The existing single family 
housing stock and development pattern must be maintained� (pg. 30) 

• Core Residential: Multi-family (medium and high-density) residential and 
neighborhood serving commercial uses may be appropriate for this district 
when compatibly designed and properly located to respect and compliment 
single family dwellings. (pg. 30) 

• Core Residential: Neighborhood-serving commercial uses, and possibly 
even office uses, may be most appropriate at the edge of Core Residential 
areas that front arterial street locations.  (pg. 30) 

• Core Residential: [The City should] allow multi-family redevelopment along 
designated major streets�and when appropriately integrated with adjacent 
uses per adopted form district requirements. (pg. 30) 

• Core Residential: [The City should] utilize targeted tax abatements and 
grant programs in specific neighborhoods to provide incentives for 
increased owner occupancy and affordable housing construction. (pg. 30) 

• Core Residential: Core Residential development should emphasize 
building and site compatibility with existing densities, intensities, building 
types, landscaping and other site planning features. (pg. 30)  

• Core Residential: Residential parking should be encouraged to utilize 
garages accessed by alleys to the rear of properties, while front yard 
parking shall be prohibited, (Pg. 30) 

• Core Residential: [The City should] explore opportunities to introduce 
nodes of appropriately designed, neighborhood scaled commercial uses 
within the core neighborhoods. (pg. 30) 

• Core Residential: [The City should] promote neighborhood enhancements 
of public improvements such as sidewalks, streetlights, street trees and 
landscaping, and playgrounds and play areas. (pg. 30) 

• Neighborhood Activity Center (NAC): The NAC must be designed so that 
it serves the neighborhood adequately without attracting an influx of usage 
from surrounding areas. (Pg. 33) 

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

• NAC: Office uses and public/semi-public uses are acceptable when built to 
generate minimal traffic attraction to the neighborhood. (Pg. 33)  



• NAC: Residential uses should be limited to multifamily development, ideally 
on floors above street level commercial uses. (Pg. 33) 

• NAC: Commercial uses should be restricted to ensure their neighborhood 
focus. (Pg. 33) 

• NAC: Public Transit as an urban service must be a key element in the 
location of the NAC, providing access to people outside the neighborhood 
without the need for personal vehicles. All newly developed NAC's must be 
located within walking distance (5-10 minutes) of a major public transit stop. 
(Pg. 33) 

• NAC: The roadways that a NAC is developed around should be Collectors 
(Secondary or Primary) as designated on the City's Master Thoroughfare 
Plan. (Pg. 33) 

• NAC: The development of an NAC should include coordination on the 
completion of an adequate sidewalk network throughout the immediate 
neighborhood it serves, if no such network exists at the time of 
development. (Pg. 33) 

• NAC: Compatibility with surrounding established neighborhoods is one of 
the most important factors in the development of a Neighborhood Activity 
Center. (Pg. 33) 

• NAC: The introduction of a commercial node into a primarily residential area 
requires great sensitivity to the design and scale of the existing structures, 
as well as responsiveness to the needs of the surrounding residents. NACs 
must relate to surrounding residential neighborhoods and not adversely 
affect the livability of these neighborhoods through traffic, lighting, noise, 
litter or other impacts. (Pg. 33) 

• NAC: In order to define the center, buildings should be pushed to the front 
edge of the site, framing the four corners of the commercial node at the 
street intersection. (Pg. 34) 

• NAC: Any parking that is provided for a NAC should be primarily serving 
any residential units that are a part of the development rather than used as 
an attractor for commercial users. (Pg. 34) 

• NAC: Parking should be located in the side or rear of buildings and can be 
made accessible from an improved alley system in order to minimize street 
cuts in front of buildings. (Pg. 34) 

• NAC: All parking areas should also be heavily landscaped in order to soften 
their impact on the neighborhood. (Pg. 34) 

• Master Thoroughfare Plan (MTP): Street Classifications/Arterials: The 
arterial street is designed to provide a higher degree of mobility than the 
collector streets and most often serve longer trips within the city. The arterial 
street network serves a larger city-wide function facilitating employment 
generated trips and connecting major destinations such as the downtown 
district, industrial areas, suburban commercial centers, residential areas, 
and other key activity centers. (Pg. 81) 

• MTP: Purpose/Preservation of Capacity: Preserve the capacity of major 
transportation facilities. The plan establishes a rationale for access 



management based on existing and anticipated development along the 
major transportation corridors. (Pg. 80) 

• MTP: Purpose/Preservation of neighborhood character: Preserve the 
character of the existing neighborhoods...traditional neighborhood street 
character is an important quality that the City must preserve. (pg. 80) 

• MTP: Typical Characteristics of a Secondary Arterial: 12 foot travel 
lanes. 8 foot parking lanes may be added to higher density developments 
with limited on-site parking. (Pg. 81) 

• MTP: Secondary Arterials: Priority for Right-of-way: Parking is not listed 
as a primary or secondary priority element for secondary arterials. (Pg. 88) 

• MTP: Typical Characteristics of a Neighborhood Street: 10 foot travel 
lanes. 8 foot parking lanes may be added to higher density developments 
with limited on-site parking.  

• MTP: Neighborhood Streets: Priority for Right-of-way: A primary priority 
is residential access while a secondary is on-street parking,  

• MTP: Neighborhood Streets: Traffic Management Features: On-street 
parking and narrower travel lanes are both listed as traffic management 
features for neighborhood streets.  

• MTP: Access Control Guidelines: ��[D]riveway spacing [on secondary 
arterials] may be closer then 600 feet, provided no driveway exit is within 
200 feet of the approach to an existing signalized intersection.� (Pg. 94) 

• Compact Urban Form: [Compact urban form] does not imply the intrusion 
of higher density development into established neighborhoods, crowding, or 
high rise development of a scale more appropriate to larger cities. (pg. 5) 

• Compact Urban Form: Compact form is not to be achieved at the expense 
of greenspace, environmental protection, and other policies. (pg. 5) 

• Compact Urban Form: �denser infill development in areas that already 
contain city services must be encouraged. (pg. 6)  

• Mitigate Traffic: [The City should] require the siting of future high density 
multi-family and commercial projects within walking distance to transit 
routes. (pg. 14, MT-2) 

• Mitigate Traffic: [The City should] ensure the provision and linkage of 
street stubs to improved connectivity within all sectors of the community. 
(pg. 16, MT-13) 

• Conserve Community Character: New development that alters the 
architectural character of [Bloomington�s] neighborhoods should be avoided. 
(pg. 17) 

• Conserve Community Character: �it is essential to maintain the historic 
context and architectural character of the older core neighborhoods. (pg. 17) 

• Conserve Community Character: Neighborhood character can evolve in a 
gradual and compatible way to allow additional density through subdividing 
lots and the creation of granny flats and duplexes (pg. 17) 

 













 

 

BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION   CASE NO: PUD-09-04 
FINAL REPORT      DATE: June 14, 2004 
LOCATION: 1330 S. Dunn Street 
 
PETITIONER:  Neighborhood Solutions, LLC (Matt Press) 
 601 W. Dodds Street, Bloomington 
 
COUNSEL:  Kirkwood Design Studio 
 108 ½ E. Kirkwood Ave., #3, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioners are requesting a rezoning of 6.9 gross acres from 
RS4.5 to Planned Unit Development (PUD) and preliminary plan approval for 43 
single family lots and three mixed use lots.  Also requested is a Growth Policies 
Plan Amendment to change the classification of part of the property from �Core 
Residential� to �Neighborhood Activity Center�.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     6.9 gross acres 
Current Zoning:   RS4.5 
GPP Designation:   Core Residential 
Existing Land Use:  Mostly vacant, rolling meadow terrain, scattered trees, 

5 existing houses 
Proposed Land Use:  Mixed residential and commercial 
Proposed Density:   

Total:   up to 10.9 u/a (75 units on 6.9 acres) 
Single Family:  up to 7.3 u/a (43 lots on 5.9 acres). 
Multi-family:  up to 32 u/a (32 units on 1 acre) 

Proposed Commercial: 15,650 square feet retail + 21,150 SF of office 
Surrounding Uses: North, West � Single family residential 

East � Single family residential and Templeton 
Elementary School 
South � Mixed single and multi-family residential 

 
REPORT SUMMARY: The property in question is approximately 6.9 acres in the 
Bryan Park Neighborhood.  It is bounded by E. Grimes Lane to the north, E. 
Hillside Drive to the south, existing homes on S. Palmer Street to the west and 
existing homes and S. Henderson Street to the east.  Surrounding lots were 
created in the late 1920s. Since that time, a portion of E. Driscoll Street was 
constructed into the property and extended up the Dunn St. right-of-way to 
Grimes Ln.  Also, six small houses were constructed and used as rentals. These 
houses are in poor condition and not historic in nature. One house was recently 
moved to the northeast corner of Henderson and E. Miller Drive. 
 
Under the current RS4.5 zoning, the property could conceptually be developed 
with 26 lots. Instead, the petitioners, Neighborhood Solutions LLC, are requesting 



 

 

that the zoning be changed to Planned Unit Development (PUD) and a 
preliminary plan be approved to allow for 43 single family lots and 3 mixed use 
lots.   
 
This project was last heard at the May 10, 2004 Plan Commission meeting. At 
this meeting the Commissioners requested additional information and research 
concerning the proposed Hillside Dr. parking and the extension of Wilson St. to 
Henderson St. There has been only one major change to the proposal since the 
May hearing.  The petitioners now propose that all streets in the development be 
designed as �queuing streets.�  This type of street includes very narrow travel 
lanes (7.5 feet) and does not allow two cars to pass each other.  A driver must 
wait in line, or queue, until there is an opening to go.  
 
GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The Growth Policies Plan designates this property 
as �Core Residential�, but the petitioners have requested that the GPP be 
amended to include the southern part of the property as a �Neighborhood Activity 
Center� (NAC). The GPP notes 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 have been identified� (Pg. 33).  
 
In general, staff finds that this proposal meets many of the policies and 
recommendations of the GPP. This proposal furthers goals of compact urban 
form and neighborhood scaled commercial centers. The dominant land use 
element of this project is still owner occupied single family homes.  This matches 
the general land use goal for �Core Residential� areas.  The single family lots 
also meet multiple GPP recommendations such as providing garages accessed 
by alleys, utilizing a grid street pattern with multiple points of connectivity and 
providing compatible architecture and site design for new construction.  
 
The mixed use component has been designed to satisfy the recommendations of 
the GPP for �Neighborhood Activity Centers.� These buildings are designed at a 
scale so that they serve the neighborhood without attracting an influx of usage 
from surrounding areas. The proposed uses are also compatible with the 
neighborhood.  Residential uses are mostly located on the second floors of the 
buildings.  The buildings are pushed to the front edge of the site, framing the four 
corners of the commercial area at the street intersection. Parking is provided 
both on street and behind buildings and is at a scale to ensure that parking is not 
a large attractor for commercial users.  
 
This proposal promotes compact urban form in that it is a dense, infill project in 
an area that already contains city services.  This proposal preserves community 
character by maintaining the architectural character of the older core 
neighborhoods.  Improved connectivity is ensured through the linkage of street 
stubs adjacent to the property. Finally, the character of the neighborhood is 
ensured through continuation of narrowed streets into the development.  
 



 

 

LAND USE & INTENSITY OF USES: 
 
Commercial Uses: There have been no major changes to the proposed list of 
permitted uses.  Based on recommendations from the Plan Commission in May, 
staff recommends that all drive-through uses be excluded and gasoline sales be 
excluded from the list of permitted uses.   
 
Overall Density: At the request of the Plan Commission, a density map is 
provided in the packet.  This map illustrates the density in units per acre for the 
surrounding blocks. Overall, the proposed maximum density is 10.9 units per 
acre (75 units/6.9 acres).  This density is obtained if all corner lots are developed 
with two houses and no commercial uses are developed along Hillside.  While 
this development is denser than immediately surrounding blocks, the density is 
comparable to other blocks in the neighborhood, especially those served by 
alleys. Surrounding densities range from 1.8 to 10 units per acre, with the most 
dense blocks being along Washington Street.    
 
Commercial Square footage: A maximum build-out of the mixed use buildings 
on Hillside would allow for a maximum of 15,650 square feet of first floor 
commercial uses and 21,150 square feet of second floor and basement office 
uses.  The petitioners have provided a list comparing their project to other small 
retail uses in terms of square footage and street frontage. The following chart 
was prepared by Staff and compares the proposed commercial space to other 
existing or proposed commercial spaces in the City.  
 
 Location First Floor Second Floor 
Proposal Hillside and 

Henderson 
15,650 square 
feet  (SF) 

21,150 SF of office  
(including basement of Lot C) 

Renwick PUD 
Village Center 
(Not yet approved) 

Moores Pike 
and Sare 

22,000 SF 10,000 SF of office 

Covenanter Hill 
PUD Prof. Center  
(Not yet built) 

Covenanter and 
Clarizz 

20,000 SF 12,000 SF 

McDoel Grocery 
Thomson Area 
PUD 
(Not yet built) 

Patterson and 
Rogers 

5,500 SF Residential 

The Shoppes 800 block of  
College Mall Rd 

37,500 SF N/A 

Colstone Square 3rd and Dunn 12,000 SF Residential 
Whitehall Park 3400 block of 

W. 3rd St. 
20,000 SF 
per building 

N/A 

 
Multi-family density: In terms of density, the proposed apartments range from 
14 units per acre to 32 units per acre, depending on the ultimate building type 
constructed and whether the first floors are developed with apartments.  While 



 

 

this density is higher than the surrounding neighborhood, which varies from 1.8 
to 10 units per acre, the density is mitigated by the architecture of the buildings, 
small unit size (studio and 2 bedroom units) and location adjacent to Hillside.  In 
addition, the petitioners have proposed that any residential use on the first floor 
only be studio apartments.  They have described these apartments as single 
rooms with a bathroom and kitchenette.  This will allow for both the easiest 
possible conversion back to commercial space and the greatest flexibility of uses 
for the building owner.  The petitioners believe that there will be an incentive to 
utilize this space commercially because of the lower rents that can be expected 
with studio apartments as apposed to commercial space. 
 
SITE DESIGN: 
 
Access and Connectivity: Since the last hearing, the petitioners have 
committed to 12 foot wide, public alleys.  The City Engineering Department has 
also stated that at the Final Plan stage they are willing to review this width 
requirement if the alley must be more narrow in spots to avoid natural features on 
the site. 
 
In order to assess the need for Wilson St. to be extended to Henderson St., the 
Plan Commission asked the staff to analyze general principles in planning 
literature and other communities� ordinances concerning acceptable levels of 
connectivity for developments. This research has determined that communities 
typically use prohibitions against cul-de-sacs or requirements for maximum block 
lengths to ensure connectivity.  Some communities do use a �Connectivity Index� 
to measure the level of connectivity in a development.  While all of these 
communities use slightly different methods to determine the index and have 
different levels of connectivity they find acceptable, all calculate the index by 
dividing the number of links (road segments) by the number of nodes 
(intersections or cul-de-sacs).  Using these methods, the proposed PUD, both 
with and without the extension of Wilson St. to Henderson St., would exceed all 
of these communities� standards.  
 
Community Minimum 

Acceptable 
S. Dunn with 
Wilson  

S. Dunn without 
Wilson 

Cary, NC 1.2 1.4 1.25 
Orlando, FL  1.4 2.38 2.29 
Hillsbourgh County, 
FL 

2.0 3.5 3.0 

San Antonio, TX  1.2 3.5 3.0 
Concord, NC 1.4 3.5 3.0 
 



 

 

 
 

Handy, Susan; Robert G. Paterson and Kent Butler. (2003). Planning for Street 
Connectivity: Getting from Here to There. Planning Advisory Service Report No. 515. 
Chicago, IL: American Planning Association.  

 
The proposed intersection of Wilson St. and Henderson St. has been reviewed 
by the City Engineering Department and was found to meet minimum safety 
requirements. The AASHTO Manual requires a minimum of 200 feet of sight 
distance for a road with a 30 MPH speed limit. The proposed intersection has at 
least 215 feet of sight distance, thus satisfying the minimum requirements.  
 
The petitioners believe that extending Wilson St. to Henderson St. is necessary 
because it is an �integral part of the platted, grid network� of streets. Finally, 
increased connectivity and additional points of access are supported by the 
Bloomington Fire Department as well as other emergency service providers.  
 
Apart from vehicular safety, staff was asked to look at pedestrian safety at this 
proposed intersection and at the intersection of Henderson St. and Brenda Ln. 
With an increased number of homes west of the school and new points of 
connectivity, increased pedestrian traffic can be anticipated.  
 
The petitioners have proposed that no sidewalk be constructed on the eastern 
off-site section of Wilson St. so as to not encourage pedestrian traffic crossing at 
the mid-block.  A sign could also be added to discourage pedestrians from using 
Wilson St. to access Henderson St.  At the recommendation of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Safety Commission, the developer has verbally agreed to instead 
construct a sidewalk on the south side of Grimes Ln. between the development 
and the intersection with Henderson.  
 
Another possible solution that was discussed involves construction of sidewalk 
along the west side of Henderson St. to direct pedestrians either north or south.  
Staff believes that even with this additional sidewalk, the problem of pedestrians 



 

 

crossing at mid block to the school would not necessarily be resolved.   
 
Staff believes that the petitioners� proposal is the most logical means to 
discourage pedestrians from crossing Henderson St. from Wilson.  With this 
proposal two sidewalk connections would be made to controlled intersections, 
allowing pedestrians to cross Henderson St. safely.  
 
Street Standards:  The primary change to the proposal is the narrowing of all 
interior streets to provide 7 ½ -foot travel lanes with additional pavement width for 
parking on one side of the street.  The petitioners had originally proposed 9 foot 
wide travel lanes on Wilson St. and Driscoll St. and 10 foot wide lanes on Dunn 
St., which would be the main fire access. The petitioners have submitted 
examples of existing streets in the City they have a queuing arrangement.  Most 
of these are located in older, �Core Residential� areas.  The petitioners also note 
that queuing streets are identified in the AASHTO �Green Book� manual as 
common in single family areas, where a low number of short distance trips can 
be expected.  
 
The Fire Department�s ideal solution would be for the petitioners to agree to 
install residential sprinkler systems in every house.  If sprinklers are installed, the 
Fire Department believes the 7 ½ foot travel lanes in a queuing street 
arrangement would not hinder fire protection.  The petitioners have committed to 
imposing this requirement and staff recommends that the queuing streets be 
approved with the sprinkler commitment. However, understanding that this 
proposal may not acceptable to the Plan Commission, the City Fire Chief has 
outlined the following alternative recommendations in order of preference: 
 

1. 10 foot travel lanes on Dunn as specified in the State of Indiana fire code 
and shown on the original plan;   

2. 10 foot travel lanes on Driscoll St. and Wilson St. and the section of Dunn 
St. between Driscoll St. and Wilson St.  This would give the Fire 
Department access as required by the fire code within 150 feet of all 
structures.  Fire hydrant locations would still need to be worked out; 

3. Mid-block fire lanes, as proposed by petitioners, coupled with 10 foot 
travel lanes on Wilson St. and Driscoll St.  It is not yet clear if this option 
would meet the code requirement. Fire hydrant locations would still have 
to be worked out. There may also be fire protection issues if cars are 
illegally parked in the fire lanes or if snow is piled in these areas in the 
winter.  

 
Unlike the previous proposal, this new street arrangement would include on-
street parking on only one side of Dunn St. through the residential sections as 
well as the on-site sections of Driscoll St. The petitioners have stated that less 
residential on-street parking may be necessary because many future 
homeowners are likely to build garages for off-street parking. The proposed 
intersections are slightly narrowed using �bump-outs� to protect the street 



 

 

parking.  The intersections are also proposed to include curbs with narrowed, but 
�mountable,� turning radii. If the residential sprinkler recommendation of the City 
Fire Chief is not accepted by the Plan Commission, staff would recommend that 
Dunn St. be widened to include 10 foot travel lanes and the side streets be 
widened to 9 foot travel lanes.   
 
Right-of-way: The petitioners have proposed 42 foot right-of-ways for Driscoll 
and Wilson.  While this is less than the normally required 50 feet of dedication, 
the Planning and Engineering Departments have no objection to this request 
because the existing sections of these streets only have 37 feet of right-of-way.  
Staff notes that if 9 foot travel lanes are required by the Plan Commission, this 
dedication width will likely increase to 45 feet.  
 
Another right-of-way dedication reduction is required on Grimes.  The petitioners 
wish to only dedicate the half right-of-way needed to allow for a travel lane, a 
parking lane, tree plot and sidewalk.  Staff estimates this at 29 feet instead of the 
required 32.5 feet from centerline.  The petitioners argue that no other lots along 
Grimes have allocated this much land, and houses would have to be torn down 
to accommodate a full 65 foot right-of-way.  Staff has no objection to this request 
as long as 11 foot wide travel lanes are maintained on Grimes Ln. and there is 
enough right-of-way to accommodate the required public improvements.   
 
Finally, the petitioners are proposing to dedicate 44 feet of right-of-way in the 
residential sections of Dunn St.  The Thoroughfare Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
require 50 feet of right-of-way for local streets.  Staff recommends that a 
minimum 50 foot wide right-of-way be dedicated for Dunn St. 
 
Purchase of Hillside Right-of-way: If this rezoning request is approved, the 
petitioners intend to acquire land owned by the Bloomington Redevelopment 
Commission along Hillside Dr.  This land was purchased by the City in order to 
facilitate improvements to the intersection of Hillside Dr. and Henderson St. 
However, the Redevelopment Commission owns more land than required for the 
long term needs of Hillside Dr., based on the Thoroughfare Plan. The petitioners 
intend to make an offer to purchase part of this land if the rezoning request is 
approved by the Common Council. Staff notes that the schematic location of the 
right-of-way purchase has been altered to include only those areas outside of the 
40 foot from centerline Thoroughfare Plan requirement.  
 
Mixed Use Parking: The following chart summarizes the revised parking 
provided with this petition versus Zoning Ordinance requirements.  Staff supports 
the proposed reduction in off-street parking due to both the presence of new on-
street parking spaces as well as the neighborhood-focused, mixed use nature of 
the proposed land uses. Staff notes that some on-street parking must be 
eliminated in order to meet minimum standards for distance to intersections and 
cross walks and to keep parked cars out of the �sight triangle.� 
 



 

 

  Required Proposed 
Single Family 
Parking 

Off-street 86 spaces 
(2 per lot) 

0 spaces required 

 On-street 0 spaces 64 max spaces  
(1.5 per lot) 

Maximum Mixed 
Use Parking 

Off-street 143 spaces 26 spaces 

 On-street 0 spaces 34 spaces 
Total Mixed Use   143 spaces 60 spaces 
 
Alternatives to Pull-in On-Street Parking on Hillside 
The Plan Commission asked staff to put together schematic illustrations of 
alternatives to angled parking on Hillside Dr.  For the benefit of the Commission, 
three alternatives are presented in the packet.  These alternatives include: 1) 
parallel parking on Hillside Dr. with an 8- foot �pull-off area,� 2) no on street 
parking on Hillside Drive, but increased parking behind the buildings, and 3) 
angled spaces along Hillside Drive with a curbed island separating this parking 
from the travel lane.  
 
The first alternative, parallel parking on Hillside Dr., is supported by AASHTO 
standards and the Master Thoroughfare Plan and more acceptable to City 
emergency service providers than pull-in spaces.  This alternative would mean a 
reduction of about half of the on-street parking on Hillside Dr.  Some of this 
parking could be regained behind the mixed use buildings but would necessitate 
the loss of one single family lot.   
 
The second alternative, no parking on Hillside Dr., would likely mean that 
commercial uses would not be viable at this location. There would simply be no 
parking presence on the street to pull-in customers from Hillside.  Also, there 
would be no traffic calming benefit associated with pull-in parking off Hillside Dr.  
Some lost parking could be regained behind the mixed use buildings, but this 
would necessitate the loss of one single family lot. 
 
Finally, the Plan Commission suggested an alternative that would involve pull-in 
parking between the street and the proposed buildings, but be separated from 
the lane of traffic with some sort of physical barrier.  Some of the disadvantages 
of this plan include the removal of valuable on-street parking spaces, relocation 
of the proposed mixed use buildings away from the street edge, and possible 
elimination of the proposed mixed use building at Henderson and Hillside.  
 
As stated during the first hearing, staff continues to support the proposed pull-in, 
angled parking off of Hillside Dr.  While the options presented above are 
technically feasible, they create either a significant loss of on-street parking, loss 
of the building forward design concept, or the elimination of the commercial 
services component altogether.  These effects severely damage this proposal�s 
goal of achieving a mixed use, �new urbanist� character to the development.  



 

 

Moreover, the safety impacts of pull-in parking are mitigated by such factors as 
the proposal for longer parking stall lengths, location of the project near a 
signalized intersection and the location of the project in a restricted speed/school 
zone. Staff note that other examples of pull-in, angled parking along arterial 
roadways can be found in the City on S. Rogers Street, W. 17th Street, E. 3rd 
Street, E. 10th Street, and S. Henderson Street. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of Case# PUD-09-04 with the 
following conditions of approval: 
 
1. The GPP is hereby amended to designate the southern one (1)  acre, which 

includes the three mixed use buildings, as a �Neighborhood Activity Center.� 
2. All of the proposed single family homes located within the PUD are required 

to be equipped with residential sprinklers.  These homes must all be 
inspected by the City Fire Department prior to occupancy.  Fire hydrants 
shall be located on the side the street with no parking. As part of this 
condition, travel lanes along all interior public streets may be reduced to 
seven (7.5) feet in width. 

3. Drive-through uses and gasoline sales are specifically excluded from the list 
of permitted uses.   

4. In association with the public improvements constructed by the petitioners, 
Grimes Ln. must maintain eleven (11) foot wide travel lanes and Hillside Dr. 
and Henderson St. must maintain twelve (12) foot wide travel lanes per the 
Thoroughfare Plan.   

5. All public improvements, including on-street parking, street trees and a 
minimum of five (5) foot wide sidewalks must be located within the road 
right-of-way. 

6. A twenty (20) foot radius of the right-of-way lines at the intersection of 
Hillside and Henderson is required. 

7. Dunn Street must be constructed through to Hillside in conjunction with final 
plans for the single family lots, not the mixed use buildings. Fifty (50) feet of 
right-of-way must be dedicated for Dunn St. 

8. Parallel parking adjacent to commercial buildings along Dunn Street must 
be eight (8) feet wide.  

9. The proposed �park� must be privately owned and maintained. Ownership 
and maintenance arrangements shall be reviewed by the Plan Commission 
at Final Plan stage.  

10. Occupancy of all lots and multi-family units are subject to the single family 
definition of �family�, which includes not more than three (3) unrelated 
adults.  

11. Final approval of drainage and utility plans by CBU is required in 
conjunction with final plan approval.  

12. Land purchase from the Bloomington Redevelopment Commission must be 
finalized prior to final plan filing.  



 

 

13. All on-street parking spaces must be clear of the regulated sight triangle, not 
be within twenty (20) feet of a crosswalk and not be within thirty (30) feet of 
the approach to a stop sign.  

14. The proposed north south alleys adjacent to the mixed use buildings shall 
be designed to accommodate truck traffic and turning movements to handle 
deliveries.  

15. A sidewalk is required on the south side of Grimes Ln. from Dunn St. to 
Henderson St.  Design of this sidewalk link shall be determined at final plan 
stage.  









BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION   CASE NO: PUD-09-04 
PRELIMINARY REPORT     DATE: May 10, 2004 
LOCATION: 1330 S. Dunn Street 
 
PETITIONER:  Neighborhood Solutions, LLC (Matt Press) 
 601 W. Dodds Street, Bloomington 
 
COUNSEL:  Kirkwood Design Studio 
 108 ½ E. Kirkwood Ave., #3, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioners are requesting a rezoning of 6.9 gross acres from 
RS4.5 to Planned Unit Development (PUD) and preliminary plan approval for 43 
single family lots and three mixed use lots.  Also requested is a Growth Policies 
Plan Amendment to change the classification of part of the property from �Core 
Residential� to �Neighborhood Activity Center�.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     6.9 gross acres 
Current Zoning:   RS4.5 
GPP Designation:   Core Residential 
Existing Land Use:  Mostly vacant, rolling meadow terrain, scattered trees, 

6 existing homes 
Proposed Land Use:  Mixed residential and commercial 
Proposed Density:   

Total:  up to 10.9 u/a (75 units on 6.9 acres) 
Single Family:  up to 7.3 u/a (43 lots on 5.9 acres). 
Multi-family:  up to 32 u/a (32 units on 1 acre) 

Proposed Commercial: 15,650 square feet retail + 21,150 SF of office 
Surrounding Uses:  North, West � Single family residential 

East � Single family residential and Templeton 
Elementary School 
South � Mixed single and multi-family residential 

 
REPORT SUMMARY: The property in question is approximately 6.9 acres in the 
Bryan Park Neighborhood.  It is bounded by E. Grimes Lane to the north, E. 
Hillside Drive to the south, existing homes on S. Palmer Street to the west and 
existing homes and S. Henderson Street to the east.  Surrounding lots were 
created in the late 1920s. Since that time, a portion of E. Driscoll Street was 
constructed into the property and extended up the Dunn right-of-way to Grimes.  
Also, six small houses were constructed and used as rentals. These houses are 
in poor condition and not historic in nature. A permit has already been approved 
to move one of these houses to the northeast corner of Henderson and E. Miller 
Drive. 
 
Under the current RS4.5 zoning, the property could conceptually be developed 



with approximately 26 lots. Instead, the petitioner, Neighborhood Solutions LLC, 
is requesting that the zoning be changed to Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
and a preliminary plan be approved to allow for 43 single family lots and 3 mixed 
use lots.   
 
A previous proposal for this property by South Dunn Street, LLC. was reviewed 
by the Plan Commission in 2003.  After considerable debate and three hearings, 
the Plan Commission voted 7-3 to forward a positive recommendation to the 
Common Council in August.  Prior to review by the Council, the petitioners 
withdrew the project from consideration.  
 
The biggest changes between this proposal and the one previously reviewed is 
the inclusion of commercial uses on Hillside and the addition of an additional lot 
at the northwest corner of Hillside and Henderson into the petition area. Staff 
does not recommend that the Plan Commission review this petition by comparing 
it to the previous petition. The Plan Commission should review this petition based 
on its merits and its compliance with the policies and recommendation and the 
Growth Policies Plan. As a point of reference though, staff felt that providing the 
Commission with some basic density and parking comparisons was appropriate. 
 
 Bryan Park Place Petitioner�s Proposal 
Overall Density 7.6 units per acre (u/a) 10.9 u/a 
# of Single Family Lots 30 lots 43 lots max. 
Minimum lot size 5,100 square feet 2,266 square feet 
Minimum lot width 44 feet 40 feet 
Largest lot proposed 7,200 square feet 6,044 square feet 
Single Family Density 5.6 u/a 5.9 u/a max. 
# of Multi-family Units 20 units 32 units max. 
Multi-family Density 16.7 u/a 32 u/a max 
Commercial Square 
Footage 

0 square feet 15,650 square feet max 
+ 21,150 SF of office 

Reduction in required 
parking proposed 

0 spaces 66 spaces 

 
This proposal includes the creation of new alleys to access rear garages and 
parking areas. Internal public streets would be developed with on-street parking 
and narrow travel lanes. The homes would be built with front porches, in 
locations close to the right-of-way, and in styles similar to those in the existing 
neighborhood.  The mixed use buildings would utilize on-street parking, outdoor 
�plazas�, and first floor commercial uses with residential or office uses on the 
second floor. Dunn would be extended through the property to Hillside. Two other 
rights-of-way, Driscoll and E. Wilson Street, stub into the property from both the 
east and the west. The petitioners propose to connect both of these streets to 
Henderson and S. Palmer Street.  All of these elements integrate into the �neo-
traditional� or �new urbanist� feel that the petitioner is trying to create.   
 



GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: An analysis of the Growth Policies Plan is included 
throughout the report.  While this property is designated as �Core Residential� by 
the GPP, the petitioners have requested that the GPP be amended with this 
petition to include the southern part of the property as a �Neighborhood Activity 
Center� (NAC). The GPP notes 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 have been identified� (Pg. 33). This report reviews this 
petition based on both the Core Residential and Neighborhood Activity Center 
recommendations.   
 
In general, staff finds that this proposal meets many of the policies and 
recommendations of the GPP. This proposal furthers goals of compact urban 
form and neighborhood scaled centers. The dominant land use element of this 
project is owner occupied single family homes.  This matches the general land 
use goal for �Core Residential� areas.  The single family lots also meet multiple 
GPP recommendations such as providing garages accessed by alleys, utilizing a 
grid street pattern with multiple points of connectivity and providing compatible 
architecture and site design for new construction.  
 
The Plan Commission must determine if the proposed commercial uses and 
mixed use buildings are scaled to serve the immediate neighborhood and ensure 
their neighborhood focus.  
 
LAND USE: 
 
Single Family: Single family uses are currently permitted in this zoning district.  
The GPP states that the Core Residential land use district is designed for higher 
density single family residential uses. The GPP also encourages maintenance of 
existing housing stock and utilization of City funds to provide incentives for 
increased owner occupancy and affordable housing construction. In 2001 the 
City designated the Bryan Park Neighborhood as a �Homeownership Zone.� This 
zone encourages homeownership through low interest lows to income eligible 
homeowners and through targeted infrastructure investment.  In this respect, the 
petitioner�s proposal for variable lot sizes, housing types, and smaller units is 
very compatible with the GPP. 
 
Commercial: The petitioner has proposed non-residential uses on the three 
mixed use lot along Hillside and have proposed an amendment to the GPP to 
designate this area as a NAC. Approximately one acre of land at the SW corner 
of Hillside and Henderson is already zoned Limited Commercial (CL) and is 
designated as a NAC. The GPP notes that other NACs may be designated in the 
future after further study.  
 
The petitioner�s proposed uses are very similar to the uses currently permitted in 
the CL zoning district. The GPP states that within NACs, the commercial uses 
should be �at a scale that serves the immediate neighborhood, including such 



services as small food stores, video rental, or small cafes� (Pg. 33).  The GPP 
also notes that �neighborhood-serving commercial uses and possibly even office 
uses, may be most appropriate at the edge of Core Residential areas that front 
arterial street locations� (pg. 30).  Hillside and Henderson are both secondary 
arterials. However, the GPP also states that NACs �should be [on] collectors 
(Secondary or Primary)� (Pg. 33). Finally, the GPP states that in NACs, 
�commercial uses should be restricted to ensure their neighborhood focus� (Pg. 
33). 
 
The proposed uses are as follows: 
 

• Grocery/Convenience Store 
• Offices 

o Permitted on first and second floors 
• Personal Services 

o Tattoo Parlors not permitted 
o On-site Dry-Cleaning not permitted 

• Retail Sales 
o Liquor stores not permitted 
o Adult uses not permitted 

• Restaurants 
o Drive-throughs not permitted 

 
Multi-family: The petitioner has also proposed multi-family uses on the second 
floor of all three buildings at the southern end of the development. In addition, 
they have proposed that if commercial uses do not survive at this location that all 
of the first floors of these building be allowed to be used for multi-family 
residential uses.  With all of the first floors developed as commercial, the lots 
would be permitted a maximum of sixteen (16) two-bedroom units, for a total of 
32 bedrooms.  Without any commercial on the first floor, the maximum number of 
units increases to 32 units, including sixteen (16) two-bedroom units and sixteen 
(16) studio units (48 total bedrooms).  
 
The GPP states that medium and high-density multi-family residential uses may 
be appropriate for the Core Residential areas if the units are compatibility 
designed and located to respect and compliment single family dwellings. The 
GPP also states that if allowed, multi-family uses should be located along major 
streets, such as Hillside, which is designated a Secondary Arterial (Pg. 30).  
Finally, the GPP states that within NACs, multi-family uses would be ideally 
located on the �floors above street level commercial uses� (pg. 33).  
 
Accessory Dwelling Units:  The petitioner has also proposed that the �side 
street lots� along Wilson, Driscoll, and Grimes be allowed to be developed with 
either: 1) a garage for the house on the adjoining corner lot, 2) a separate house 
on a small lot, or 3) a garage with an accessory apartment on the second floor.  
The petitioner also proposes that the accessory apartment only be permitted if 



the main house, on the corner, is owner occupied.  This would require a 
covenant within the PUD to assure this arrangement.  Inclusion of these 
accessory apartment units do not change the maximum allowable number of 
units or the density, because these ½ lots could also be developed with stand 
alone houses.  The GPP notes that �granny flats� may be an appropriate way to 
allow additional densities while still protecting community and neighborhood 
character (pg. 17). 
 
INTENSITY OF USES: 
 
Overall Density: Overall, the proposed maximum density is 10.9 units per acre 
(75 units/6.9 acres).  This density is obtained if all corner lots are developed with 
two houses and no commercial uses are developed along Hillside.  If none of the 
corner lots are developed with two houses and the mixed use building is 
developed in the �residential building type� with commercial on the first floor, the 
density associated with the petition drops to 7.2 units per acre (50 units/6.9 
acres). While this development is denser than immediately surrounding blocks, 
the density is comparable to other blocks in the neighborhood, especially those 
served by alleys. Surrounding densities range from 1.8 to 10 units per acre, with 
the most dense blocks being along Washington Street.    
 
The GPP encourages denser infill development in areas that already contain city 
services (Pg. 6). The GPP also notes that compact urban form does not imply 
�the intrusion of higher density development into established neighborhoods [or] 
crowding� and is �not to be achieved at the expense of greenspace, 
environmental protection, and other policies� (pg. 5). Finally, the GPP notes that 
in core residential areas, �development should emphasize building and site 
compatibility with existing densities [and] intensities�.� (pg. 30). 
 
Single family density, lot size and lot width: The petitioner is proposing a 
maximum single family density of 7.3 units per acre (43 units/5.9 acres).  This 
density would be reached if every corner lot was developed with two houses, or a 
house and an accessory apartment over a detached garage.  If all corner lots 
were developed with only one unit, this density drops to 6.1 units per acre (36 
lots/5.9 acres).  
 
The single family lot layout includes a minimum lot size of 2,266 square feet and 
minimum lot width of 40 feet.  The smallest lots would be the �side street lots� 
along Driscoll and Wilson. The largest lots, at 5,480 square feet, would be those 
same corner locations if the two lots were developed with only one house.  
 
Setback requirements are specific to the lot type.  The petitioner has proposed  
five different lot types, including Corner Lot, Side Street Lot, Mid Block Lot, 
Grimes Lane Lot and Live/Work Lot.  All lots along Dunn and Grimes include a 
10 foot build-to line for the required porches and an 18 foot build-to line for the 
main mass of the house. Lots along side streets include a 6 foot build-to line for 



the required porches and a 12 foot build-to line for the main mass of the house. 
In general, one and one and a half story houses are permitted to have 6 foot side 
yard setbacks, while two story houses are required to have 8 foot side yard 
setbacks. Rear setbacks are more restrictive than the current code requirement 
of 25 feet, except on side street lots.  
 
The maximum proposed single family density of 7.3 units per acre is higher than 
the average block density between Hillside, Grimes, Walnut and Henderson of 
5.8 units per acre. Were this property to be developed based on current zoning 
requirements, no lot could be smaller than 7,200 square feet.  There is a pattern 
of half lot splits on corners in this neighborhood.   
 
While the minimum lot widths proposed are inconsistent with the lots in the 
immediately adjacent blocks, which range from 54 to 62 feet in width, those lots 
were not developed along alleys.  Those lots require greater widths to 
accommodate driveways.  The proposed 40 foot minimum lot width is consistent 
with other lots located in the neighborhood further to the west along Walnut, 
Washington, Lincoln and Grant. The blocks along these streets, between Grimes 
and Hillside, were platted with widths of 40 and 41.14 feet and were also 
developed with alleys.  
 
Commercial Square footage: A maximum build-out of the mixed use buildings 
on Hillside would allow for a maximum of 15,650 square feet of first floor 
commercial uses and 21,150 square feet of second floor and basement office 
uses.  The following chart compares this commercial space to other existing or 
proposed commercial spaces in the City.  
 
 Location First Floor Second Floor 
Proposal Hillside and 

Henderson 
15,650 square 
feet  (SF) 

21,150 SF of office  
(including basement of Lot C) 

Renwick PUD 
Village Center 
(Not yet approved) 

Moores Pike 
and Sare 

22,000 SF 10,000 SF of office 

Covenanter Hill 
PUD Prof. Center  
(Not yet built) 

Covenanter and 
Clarizz 

20,000 SF 12,000 SF 

McDoel Grocery 
Thomson Area 
PUD 
(Not yet built) 

Patterson and 
Rogers 

5,500 SF Residential 

The Shoppes 800 block of  
College Mall Rd 

37,500 SF N/A 

Colstone Square 3rd and Dunn 12,000 SF Residential 
Whitehall Park 3400 block of 

W. 3rd St. 
20,000 SF 
per building 

N/A 

 



The GPP states that within NACs, the commercial uses should be �at a scale that 
serves the immediate neighborhood� without �attracting an influx of usage from 
surrounding areas�(Pg. 33). The GPP also states that in NACs, �commercial uses 
should be restricted to ensure their neighborhood focus� (Pg. 33).  The Plan 
Commission must determine if the proposed commercial uses and buildings are 
scaled to serve the immediate neighborhood and ensure their neighborhood 
focus.  
 
Multi-family density: The number of multi-family units associated with the 
project varies from 14 units (28 bedrooms) to 32 units (48) depending on which 
building type is constructed and whether the first floor is used for commercial 
tenants. The petitioner proposes that the second floor of all mixed use buildings 
be used for either office space or apartments.  The first floor of these buildings 
could also be used for �studio apartments� in case commercial space cannot be 
sustained at this location, but they would be designed to be easily converted to 
commercial uses.  
 
In terms of density, the proposed apartments range from 14 units per acre to 32 
units per acre.  While this density is higher than the surrounding neighborhood, 
which varies from 1.8 to 10 units per acre, the density is mitigated by the 
architecture of the buildings, small unit size (studio and 2 bedroom units) and 
location adjacent to Hillside. 
 
Staff research has determined that the proposed multi-family portion of this 
development is consistent with other small, neighborhood sized multi-family 
developments in the area.  Existing small-scale multi-family within the 
neighborhood ranges in density from 15 to 40 units per acre. While these 
densities are greater than any multi-family zoning district would allow, some of 
these developments are as small as 10 units.  The Plan Commission must 
determine if the proposed multi-family densities are compatible with surrounding 
land uses and whether the first floor of the mixed use buildings should be allowed 
to be used as apartments.  
 
SITE DESIGN: 
 
Access and Connectivity: Access to individual lots and off-street parking for the 
mixed use buildings would be from newly constructed alleys on both sides of the 
development.  This portion of the Bryan Park neighborhood was not platted with 
alleys.  Both of the proposed alleys would be 10 feet in width, within 15 foot wide 
right-of-ways, and extend from Grimes to Hillside. The Public Works Department 
is only willing to accept these alleys as public rights-of-way if they are a built to a 
minimum width of 12 feet. Future homeowners must also be made aware that the 
City of Bloomington will not provide public services, such as trash collection and 
snow removal, within the alleys. 
 
With this development, Dunn would be constructed through the property from 



Grimes to Hillside. Wilson and Driscoll would also be extended to connect to 
Palmer and to Henderson. These off-site improvements would be constructed 
with sidewalk on one side of the street and reduced travel lane width. The 
previous petition on this property did not propose to extend Wilson to Henderson.  
 
The petitioner believes that extending Wilson to Henderson is necessary 
because it is an �integral part of the platted, grid network� of streets.  The 
petitioner has submitted a study which looks at the sight distance available for 
drivers on Henderson at the proposed Wilson intersection. This study is being 
reviewed by the Engineering Department.  
 
The Plan Commission must determine if the proposed extension of Wilson to 
Henderson and the extension of the alleys to Hillside will be safe for vehicles and 
pedestrians.  
 



Street Standards: Dunn has been designed with 10 foot travel lanes and 7 foot 
wide on-street parking lanes on both sides of the street. All internal streets would 
be developed with a five foot sidewalk and five foot tree plot on both sides of the 
street.  The travel lanes for Wilson and Driscoll are proposed to be reduced to 9 
feet. The off-site sections of Wilson and Driscoll are proposed with 8 foot travel 
lanes.  These 8 foot lanes are not acceptable to the Engineering departments 
and should be widened to 9 feet.  Dunn would include on-street parking on both 
sides and the on-site sections of Driscoll and Wilson would include parking on 
one side.  
 
Right-of-way: All necessary right-of-way will be dedicated on Dunn. The 
petitioner has proposed 45 foot right-of-ways for Driscoll and Wilson.  While this 
is less than the normally required 50 feet of dedication, the Planning and 
Engineering Departments have no objection to this request because the existing 
sections of these streets only have 37 feet of right-of-way. 
 
Another right-of-way dedication reduction is required on Grimes.  The petitioner 
wishes to only dedicate the half right-of-way needed to allow for a travel lane, a 
parking lane, tree plot and sidewalk.  Staff estimates this at 29 feet instead of the 
required 32.5 feet from centerline.  The petitioner argues that no other lots along 
Grimes have allocated this much land, and houses would have to be torn down 
to accommodate a full 65 foot right-of-way.  Staff has no objection to this request 
but would note that the petitioner�s schematic utility plan shows sanitary sewer 
laterals and stormwater mains within the front setback of the lots on Grimes.  
These facilities are typically located in right-of-way.  
 
Purchase of Hillside Right-of-way: The petitioner has requested that the 
Bloomington Redevelopment Commission consider giving up some of the land it 
owns along Hillside.  When the intersection of Hillside and Henderson was 
improved, the Redevelopment Commission used Federal funds to purchase 
more right-of-way than was needed to improve the intersection and more than is 
required by the current Thoroughfare Plan. The City currently controls 
approximately 70 feet of land from the center of Hillside, whereas the 
Thoroughfare Plan suggests that only 40 feet is needed for Hillside in the future. 
The petitioner has suggested that about 30 feet of this unneeded City property be 
included as part of this project. The Redevelopment Commission has been 
receptive to this idea, but State law requires that the land be offered to the 
highest bidder.  If this rezoning request is approved, the petitioner intends to 
begin the process of getting this land surveyed, appraised and purchased form 
the Redevelopment Commission.  Staff would note that only land beyond 40 feet 
from centerline that is not needed for public improvements, such as parking, 
street trees and sidewalk, would be sold.  
 
Pedestrian Facilities: Five foot wide concrete sidewalks are proposed on both 
sides of Dunn, Wilson and Driscoll and along one side of Driscoll and Wilson.  A 
five foot sidewalk would also be provided on the south side of Grimes. Finally, 



along Hillside, the petitioner proposes a wide �plaza space� that would extend 
from the front of the buildings to the on-street parking. Part of this space would 
be public sidewalk and part would be private plaza for outdoor seating and other 
activities.  Staff would note that at least five feet of ADA accessible sidewalk 
along Hillside must be located in the right-of-way and unobstructed. Final 
sidewalk design would be reviewed at Final Plan stage.  
 
Private Park: The petitioner has proposed an approximately 3,500 square foot 
private �pocket park� at the southeast corner of Dunn and Wilson. This park will 
be owned and maintained by either a homeowner�s association or some other 
non-profit group.  Staff is very supportive of this commitment to providing on-site 
recreation opportunities.  
 
Single Family Parking: The Zoning Ordinance requires that all single family lots 
provide a minimum of two off-street parking spaces.  This can take place in an 
attached or detached garage or on a parking pad or driveway.  The petitioner has 
proposed that in this development no lot be required to provide off-street spaces.  
In addition, under some scenarios the corner lots are prohibited from providing 
parking.  Only detached garages or an 18� by 18� parking pad would be 
permitted.   All off-street parking access would be from the proposed alleys, 
which is consistent with the GPP recommendation for core residential 
neighborhoods (Pg. 30).  The Plan Commission must determine if it is 
appropriate to not require any lots to provide off-street parking.  
 
Mixed Use Parking: The Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum of 143 off-street 
parking spaces for the mixed use portion of this development. This parking 
requirement was calculated based on these lots being developed with the 
�storefront building type� and the buildings being used exclusively for commercial 
uses; with a grocery/convenience store on Lot C, office space in the basement of 
Lot C and the second floors of all buildings used for office uses instead of 
residential. Other build out scenarios would require less parking. Only 32 off-
street spaces are proposed for these lots, but 31 new on-street spaces are being 
created.    
 
The GPP makes several statements concerning parking in NACs. The GPP 
states that provided �parking should be designed to primarily serve residential 
units rather than used as an attractor for commercial users, be located in the side 
or rear of buildings to minimize street cuts in front of buildings and be heavily 
landscaped in order to soften [its] impact on the neighborhood� (Pg. 34). 
 
The following chart summaries the parking provided with this petition versus 
Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
  Required Proposed 
Single Family 
Parking 

Off-street 86 spaces 
(2 per lot) 

0 spaces required 

 On-street 0 spaces 100 spaces  



(2.3 per lot) 
Maximum Mixed 
Use Parking 

Off-street 143 spaces 32 spaces 

 On-street 0 spaces 31 spaces 
Total Parking Off-street 229 off-street 

spaces 
32 spaces 

 On-street 0 spaces 131 spaces 
Grand Total  229 spaces 163 spaces 
 
The Plan Commission must determine if the proposed parking has been 
designed to primarily serve residential units or if it is being used as an attractor 
for commercial users. The Plan Commission must also determine if the number 
of spaces, location, buffering and design is appropriate and minimizes the impact 
on the neighborhood.  
 
On-Street Parking on Hillside: The petitioner has proposed on-street, pull-in 
parking spaces along Hillside. The petitioner states that on-street parking is 
necessary if the proposed commercial uses on Hillside are to be viable.  Hillside 
is classified as a secondary arterial roadway and has traffic counts of 
approximately 8,200 average daily trips.  Hillside is currently functioning at Level 
of Service (LOS) �C� along most of its length.  While the posted speed limit on 
this street is 30 mph, the average speed is 32/34 mph and the 85th percentile 
speed is 38/39 mph. 
 
Advantages of On-Street Parking 

• Slows traffic 
• Deeper parking stalls, as proposed, would increase visibility of exiting 

vehicles and provide for a higher level of safety 
o Zoning Ordinance requires 20� 3� deep stalls 
o Petitioner proposes 25� deep stalls.  

• There are other examples of on-street pull-in parking in the community 
• Provides a parking presence to attract customers driving along arterial 

streets 
• Some kind of street parking may be necessary to make commercial uses 

viable 
• Provides more spaces than a parallel parking scenario could possibly 

accomplish 
 
Disadvantages of Pull-in On-Street Parking 

• Not supported by Fire Department, Police Department or City Engineering. 
While still not desirable, these departments would prefer 8 foot parallel 
spaces with some separation from street 

• Not supported by AASTHO standards.  8 foot parallel spaces would meet 
standards. 

• Not supported by Master Thoroughfare Plan: 8 foot parking lane 
recommended.  



• Spaces may be too close to intersection. Spaces are only about 65 feet 
from the Hillside and Henderson intersection.  

• Parking would Interrupt traffic flow on a street meant to serve a high 
degree of vehicular mobility. 

• Parking would introduce additional point of vehicular conflict.  
 
Alternatives to pull-in spaces: 

• 8 foot parallel parking lane with a 7-8 foot safety/pull-off lane 
• Parallel or pull-in spaces with an access lane physically separated from 

main Hillside travel lane 
• All parking provided behind buildings, accessed from Dunn and/or the 

alleys 
• Reduce the amount of commercial and thereby reduce the parking needs 

 
The GPP has several statements related to parking in NACs and along arterial 
roadways. The GPP states that parking in NACs should not be �used as an 
attractor for commercial users� and that �parking should be located in the side or 
rear of buildings� in order to �minimize street cuts in front of buildings� (Pg. 34).  
 
The Master Thoroughfare Plan notes that if on-street parking is provided on 
secondary arterials it should be in the form of an 8 foot parking lane, but it does 
not list on-street parking as a priority for the right-of-way or as a recommended 
�traffic management feature� (Pg. 88). Driveway spacing on secondary arterials 
�may be closer then 600 feet, provided no driveway exit is within 200 feet of the 
approach to an existing signalized intersection� (Pg. 94).  Staff notes that no part 
of this property�s frontage on Hillside is further than 200 feet from the approach to 
the Hillside and Henderson intersection. Finally, the Thoroughfare Plan notes 
that arterial streets serve a �higher degree of mobility� and �longer trips within the 
city� than do collector streets. Arterial streets serve a �larger city-wide function� 
and �connect major destinations� (Pg. 81). 
 
The Plan Commission must determine if some kind of on-street parking is 
appropriate on Hillside.  If found to be appropriate, the Plan Commission must 
also determine how the parking should be designed.  
 
Single Family Architecture: The petitioner has provided six specific house 
types for lots in this development.  Not all house types would be allowed on all 
lots.  They have designed the house types to replicate housing types found in the 
neighborhood. Some features of the houses include a first floor elevation a few 
feet above the elevation of the street, specific paint schemes, first floor ceiling 
heights between 9 and 10 feet, large front porches, large double hung windows 
and a prohibition against vinyl siding.  
 
Specific requirements for architecture are listed on Figure 11.  Examples of 
features regulated include siding material, porch construction, roof pitch and 



type, porch roof pitch and type, porch width as a percentage of house width (70-
85%), window type, roof and siding color and window arrangement.  
 
Housing Styles, Locations and Features 
  Lots Features 
Type A 1 Story 

Bungalow 
Corner Lot 
Side Street Lot 
40' Mid Block Lot 
42' Mid Block Lot 
Grimes Lane Lot 
Live/ Work Lot 

Max. 3 bedrooms 
Max. 1400-finished sf 

Type B 1 1/2 Story 
Bungalow 

Corner Lot 
40' Mid Block Lot 
42' Mid Block Lot 
Grimes Lane Lot 
Live/Work Lot 

Max. 4 bedrooms 
Max. 2000-finished sf  
Max. 1400 sf footprint 

Type C Foursquare Corner Lot 
42' Mid Block Lot 
Grimes Lane Lot 
Live/Work Lot 

Max. 4 bedrooms 
Max. 2000-finished sf 
Max. 1160 sf footprint 

Type D 1 1/2 Story 
Cottage 

Side Street Lot Max. 2 bedrooms 
Max. 1100-finished sf  
Max. 700 sf footprint 

Type E 2 Story 
Cottage 

Side Street Lot Max. 3 bedrooms 
Max. 1100-finished sf 
Max. 550 sf footprint 

Type F Relocated 
BRI House 

Side Street Lot Two of the existing houses will be 
relocated and remodeled by 
Bloomington Restorations, Inc. 

 
 



The GPP encourages infill development in core neighborhoods to maintain and 
respect the historic context and architectural character of the existing homes.  
Staff finds that the listed architectural elements, as well as the small front yard 
setback, limited height of homes and alley accessed garages, provide a sufficient 
commitment to houses that are of high quality, and are compatible with and 
complementary to existing houses in the area.  
 
Mixed Use Building Architecture: The mixed use buildings at the south end of 
the development are proposed at two stories.  The building on Lot C would also 
have a partially exposed basement because of grade changes. The architecture 
of these buildings will be either a residential or storefront design. The petitioners 
state that Lot C, the lot at the corner of Hillside and Henderson, must have the 
storefront design.  The Residential type was designed based on a small-scale 
apartment building. This building type would still allow commercial uses on the 
first floor. The storefront type would be as the name implies: a series of 
storefronts, broken into bays, that give the impression of several buildings 
instead on one larger building. Schematic elevations are included in the packet.  
 
Environmental Issues: The property includes several large trees, mainly silver 
maples.  While these trees are not of high quality, the petitioner intends to 
preserve them where possible.  On some lots, the sidewalk may need to 
meander from the road to preserve these existing trees.  
 
Utilities: This site has adequate utility service for both water and sanitary sewer. 
Schematic plans have been submitted to CBU and are under review.   
 
Stormwater: A schematic drainage plan has been submitted to CBU and is 
under review. This plan includes off-site improvements and piping of stormwater 
to the north to discharge into the creek along Davis Street and to the south to 
discharge closer to Clear Creak.  
 
Transit: The north side of the property along Grimes and the far southeast 
corner of the property along Henderson are on Bloomington Transit�s route #2. 
The GPP encourages the City to place higher density residential development 
within walking distance to transit routes. 
 



Miscellaneous Development Standards: The petitioner and City Planning and 
Engineering Department staff are not in agreement on several specific 
development standards associated with this project.  Staff recommends that the 
following changes be made to the petition prior to second hearing.  
 
Standard Code Req. Proposal Recommendation 
Parking lane width 8 feet 7 feet 7 feet for Residential 

8 feet for Commercial 
Grimes Lane travel 
lane width 

11 feet 10 feet 11 feet 

Hillside travel lane 
widths 

12 feet 11 feet 12 feet 

Street intersection 
radius 

20 feet 10 feet 15 feet 

Street ROW radius at 
property corner  

20 feet 0 feet 20 feet 

Alley ROW radius at 
property corner 

15 feet 0 feet 15 feet 

Street width at 
Intersections  

Same as 
travel lanes 

16 feet 20 feet on Dunn 
18 feet on side streets 

Travel lane widths for 
off-site road 
extensions 

10 feet 8 feet 9 feet 

Public alley width 12 feet 10 feet 12 feet 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD INPUT: The petitioners has conducted numerous 
neighborhood meetings, including a week long �design charette� in February. 
These meetings were well attended by residents of the Bryan Park Neighborhood 
and some members of the Plan Commission and Common Council. Several 
letters of support are included in your packet from neighbors and the 
Neighborhood Association.  
 



CONCLUSIONS: 
 
Staff finds that in general this project is a good example of compatible infill 
development that furthers many of the goals of the GPP. Some points for further 
discussion include: 

• Are retail and other mixed uses appropriate at this location on Hillside? Is 
this an appropriate location for a new Neighborhood Activity Center 
(NAC)? Is the petitioner proposing too much non-residential use?  

• Does the petition provide enough parking for the proposed mixed use 
buildings? Is the parking designed to serve residential units instead of �as 
an attractor for commercial users.� 

• Should parking be permitted on Hillside?  If parking is provided, should it 
be parallel or pull-in spaces?  

• Is it necessary for the alleys to extend to Hillside? Will this be safe? 
• Is it necessary for Wilson Street to be extended to Henderson? Will this be 

safe? 
• Are the proposed lot sizes and widths compatible with existing lots in the 

neighborhood? 
• Are other proposed reductions in standards appropriate? 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that this rezoning request be 
forwarded to the June 14, 2003 Plan Commission meeting. 
 







































































































































































































 

 

  
In the Council Chambers of the Showers City Hall on Wednesday, 
March 24, 2004 at 7:30 pm with Council President Diekhoff presiding 
over a Regular Session of the Common Council. 
 

COMMON COUNCIL 
REGULAR SESSION 
March 24, 2004 

 
Roll Call: Banach, Diekhoff, Ruff, Gaal, Rollo, Sturbaum, Volan, 
Sabbagh, Mayer 
 

ROLL CALL 

Council President Diekhoff gave the Agenda Summation.  
 

AGENDA SUMMATION 

The minutes of Special Session March 10, 2004 were approved by a 
voice vote. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Jason Banach offered Happy Birthday wishes to Chris Sturbaum. 
 
Banach offered, for the council�s acceptance, a Conflict of Interest 
Statement concerning Resolution 04-07.  He stated he was an employee 
of the Indiana University Real Estate Department and therefore 
represents the Landlord with respect to the leasing part of University 
property (501 North Morton) to the City of Bloomington Utilities.  He 
said he would sit out that vote.   
It was moved and seconded that this Conflict of Interest be accepted.   
 
Chris Sturbaum said this year held an opportunity for the community to 
set out its plans for the future.  He said that while there would be 
elections nationally and county wide this year, it was important for the 
city to get past last year�s election and urged elected officials and 
community members to work together for the best of the community.  
He said it would be best to work with sincere and honest people in 
deliberations. 
 
David Sabbagh, having just attended a Park and Ride briefing, said he 
was a strong supporter of the program but admitted it needed 
modifications.  He added that Indiana University should be involved in 
the process of transporting students to campus and urged the mayor to 
facilitate this collaboration.  He stated that the portion of 7th Street at the 
heart of campus should be opened to bus traffic to facilitate this 
transportation and urged the involvement of the entire council.  
 
Timothy Mayer thanked the street crews for sweeping the streets 
recently, and noted that the �green machine� was also seen sweeping 
sidewalks downtown.  He acknowledged Engineering Services Manager 
Justin Wykoff�s late night work on behalf of the city, and noted the 
coming spring.   
He thanked Matt Pierce, State Representative for District 61, for keeping 
local elected officials updated on the actions of the state legislature.  He 
said it was welcome. 
 

MESSAGES FROM 
COUNCILMEMBERS 

• Banach � Conflict of Interest 
Statement 

Mark Kruzan, Mayor, addressed the recently reported news that the city 
faced a half million dollar budget shortfall for this fiscal year.   He 
announced that while this would necessitate cuts in spending, no jobs 
would be lost and the city would not lay off anyone.  He added that 
dipping into reserves would be a very distant second choice to solve the 
problem.  
Kruzan said that public disclosure, council input along with department 
heads and employee input would help in finding the solution to this 
problem.  He thanked the public works department for already 
suggesting specific cuts in spending.  He said we shouldn�t lose our 
vision, but need to find one that is within our means.   
 
Kruzan asked Susan Clark, Interim Controller, to give a more detailed 
explanation of the revenue shortfall.  She listed numerous actions of 

MESSAGE FROM THE MAYOR 
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House Enrolled Act 1001, including the portion that changed the 
assessed valuation of the city.  She said this was part of the tax 
restructuring in going to a market value based system as required by the 
supreme court.  Clark explained that when this resulted in a lower Net 
Assessed Value for each of the townships within the city, the 
information came too late to change the already advertised tax rate, and 
thus the decrease of the city�s revenue.   
Clark said that the effects of the reduction in inventory assessments hit 
the city by surprise and that there would be more reductions in Pay 
2007. 
 
Sturbaum asked who benefited from this legislation, to which Clark said 
that no one particular property owner benefited more than another. 
 
Volan asked when this decrease was first known, to which Clark said 
this was apparent only after the fact.  Volan asked why the delay, to 
which Clark said she got the first bit of information about this at the end 
of January, at which time it was too late to react to the news.  She added 
that the budget order was received on March 5, 2004, and that was when 
the actual numbers could be viewed by the city so that the impact could 
be quantified.  
 
Rollo asked how this could be prevented in the future.  Clark said that 
the city tries to stay in tune with the legislature but with the tax 
restructuring in 2002, this one was not on the radar screen. 
 
Ruff thanked Clark for her reduction in levy spread sheets, especially 
with regards to all the city funds.  He asked what flexibility there was in 
moving money in the funds, to which Clark said that there was some 
flexibility, but that state law required payback by the end of the year. 
 
Diekhoff thanked Clark for her presentation. 
 

MESSAGE FROM THE MAYOR 
(cont�d) 

Mayer, the council representative to the Utilities Service Board, reported 
that upon being questioned by the board regarding claims for cleaning 
services to the Utility department, the staff stepped up to do the cleaning 
themselves.  He lauded this effort. 
 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

There was no public comment. 
 

PUBLIC INPUT 

There were no appointments to boards or commissions.  BOARD AND COMMISSION 
APPOINTMENTS 
 

It was moved and seconded that Resolution 04-04 be introduced and 
read by title and synopsis.  Clerk Moore read the legislation and 
synopsis, stating that there was no committee recommendation.  She 
also announced that the public comment portion of this item would 
serve as the legally advertised public hearing.  It was moved and 
seconded that Resolution 04-04 be adopted.   
 
Ron Walker, Economic Development Director, stated that this resolution 
would approve a five year tax abatement for real property improvements 
for Bloomington Paint and Wallpaper�s new construction on the northwest 
corner of Walnut Street and West Grimes Lane.  He described the two story 
brick and limestone building as having two businesses on the lower level 
(Bloomington Paint and Wallpaper and Bloomington Carpet Company) and 
six, 1000 square foot apartments on the second floor.   
Walker said the total project is estimated at $1,010,000 and would create 
two to four jobs based on the projected growth of this business.  He noted 
that the petitioner worked very cooperatively with the Economic 
Development Commission and the mayor office to bring forth a quality 
project.   
 

LEGISLATION FOR SECOND 
READING 
 
Resolution 04-04 To Confirm 
Resolution 04-03 Which Designated 
an Economic Revitalization Area, 
Approved a Statement of Benefits, 
and Authorized a Period of Tax 
Abatement - Re: 1116 South Walnut 
(Bloomington Paint and Wallpaper, 
Inc., Petitioner) 
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Mr. Knight, the petitioner, had no comments, and there were no public 
comments. 
 
Mayer thanked the petitioner for bringing the project forward and said it 
looked like a good project.  He wished them well in their new location. 
 
Sturbaum said it was a good project and congratulated the petitioner for 
bringing such a good building forward and said he was glad the city 
could help.   
 
Gaal, while noting the brevity of the discussion, noted that previous 
committee hearings on this resolution had served to flesh out the 
proposal 
Rollo encouraged citizens to support local businesses such as this one. 
 
Resolution 04-04 received a roll call vote of Ayes: 9, Nays: 0. 
 

Resolution 04-04 (cont�d) 

It was moved and seconded that Resolution 04-04 be introduced and 
read by title and synopsis.  Clerk Moore read the legislation and 
synopsis, stating that there was no committee recommendation.  It was 
moved and seconded that Resolution 04-04 be adopted.   
 
(Mary) Susan Clark, Interim Controller, explained that this 
housekeeping type of resolution would allow the city to comply with 
changes in PERF since 1999.  She said the Transit Controller was also 
included in the agents designated to serve as PERF agents.   
 
Resolution 04-04 received a roll call vote of Ayes: 9, Nays: 0. 
 

Resolution 04-06 To Authorize 
Agents to Accept Pension Liability 
on behalf of the City of Bloomington 
 

It was moved and seconded that Resolution 04-07 be introduced and 
read by title and synopsis.  Clerk Moore read the legislation and 
synopsis, stating that there was no committee recommendation.  It was 
moved and seconded that Resolution 04-07 be adopted.   
 
Vicki Renfrow, Legal Department Attorney, said that under state law, 
there were a number of steps that needed to be taken in order for a 
political subdivision to enter into a lease of real property.  She said this 
transaction needed to have a petition signed by at least 50 taxpayers of 
the political subdivision of concern (available in the council office), and 
this was now completed. She said that the temporary leasing 
arrangement now needed the council�s approval noting that this 
arrangement was necessary because of a fire at the South Henderson 
utilities building.  She noted that the landlord, Indiana University, had 
been very helpful in the lease arrangements and noted also that a public 
hearing would take place at the Utilities Service Board meeting on April 
5, 2004.   
 
Volan asked if the department intended to return to the old location, to 
which Renfrow answered that the decision had not yet been made.  She 
said if a long term arrangement would occur, this process would be 
repeated for a long term lease. 
 
Volan said he wondered why the utilities department had been so far 
away from city hall in the past.  James McNamara, Deputy Mayor, said 
there were some water lines ends and storage tanks that had been located 
at South Henderson thirty years and it made sense at the time to locate 
administration of the facility there.  He also said that a committee was 
exploring the pros and cons of the location of utilities offices at this time 
and that Council member Mayer sat on that committee.   
 
Volan asked about creating an opening between the IU and City Hall 
sections of the Showers building to which McNamara said it was feasible.   

Resolution 04-07 To Determine the 
Need to Lease a Portion of 501 
North Morton Street in 
Bloomington, Indiana 
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In answering more questions from Volan, McNamara said the short term 
lease would be for 11,000 square feet of space which was approximately 
one sixth of the office floor space. 
Volan asked if there would be security issues having non-city offices 
nearby, to which McNamara said that in the long term there could be 
flexibility with the space configuration.  He added that utilities had not 
expressed concerns about security risks, but that it should be considered 
with long term arrangements.   
Volan questioned the desirability of having utilities and city hall close in 
proximity, to which McNamara said there was a diversity of opinions at 
this time.  Volan asked how much of the office space at 501 N. Morton 
was currently rented.  Banach, (who was in the back of the audience 
portion of the council chambers but who was not participating in the 
discussion because of his relationship with IU, the landlord in the 
arrangement) offered the information that 90% of the space had been 
spoken for in the next couple of months. 
 
Mayer thanked Volan for his probing questions and said that there was a 
committee looking into the space needs for the Utilities department and 
that the north portion of the Showers building was an option for them.  
He said there were time, money and insurance settlement issues to be 
considered first. 
 
Volan thanked IU for its support.   
 
Resolution 04-07 received a roll call vote of Ayes: 8, Nays: 0 (Banach 
did not participate in the discussion or vote.) 
 

Resolution 04-07   (cont�d) 

There was no legislation for first reading. 
 

LEGISLATION FOR FIRST 
READING 
 

David R. Grubb made a statement about the relationship of Monroe 
County residents to City of Bloomington residents.  He complained that 
Third Street had not been extended to the west side.   
 

PUBLIC INPUT 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 pm. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 

APPROVE:    ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
Michael Diekhoff, President  Regina Moore, CLERK 
Bloomington Common Council City of Bloomington 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 



 

 

  
In the Council Chambers of the Showers City Hall on Wednesday, July 
14, 2004 at 7:30 pm with Council President Diekhoff presiding over a 
Regular Session of the Common Council. 
 
 

COMMON COUNCIL 
REGULAR SESSION 
July 14, 2004 

 

Roll Call: Banach, Diekhoff, Ruff, Gaal, Rollo, Sturbaum, Volan, 
Sabbagh, Mayer 
 

ROLL CALL 

Council President Diekhoff gave the Agenda Summation  
 

AGENDA SUMMATION 

It was moved and seconded to postpone the approval of the minutes of 
February 18, 2004, April 28, 2004, and May 5, 2004.  Mayer said he 
wanted more time to review the lengthy documents.  
 
 
The motion was approved by a roll call vote of Ayes: 9, Nays: 0. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Jason Banach wished President Diekhoff a Happy Birthday.  He noted 
he would be absent for the Budget Hearings next week from Monday to 
Wednesday because would be attending a meeting of the Coalition for 
University Regional Economy.  He added that this conference dealt with 
how cities and universities could cooperate for the betterment of their 
communities.  
  
Chris Sturbaum mentioned changes in Bloomington and notes that the 
Growth Policies Plan recommended a professional downtown planner.  
He mentioned the concept of demolition delay adding that it was 
important to save what is best of Bloomington.  
 
Chris Gaal encouraged people to see the film Fahrenheit 9/11.   
 
Stephen Volan gave an update from the Solid Waste District Board 
saying that the district is waiting on a drafted contract from Hoosier 
Disposal that would negotiate the closure of the landfill and future 
management of solid waste disposal in Monroe County.  He reported 
that a sub-committee would review that contract. 
 
David Sabbagh congratulated Bloomington POPS for their performance 
on July 3rd.   
 
Tim Mayer wished all freedom-loving people around the world �Happy 
Bastille Day.� 
 

MESSAGES FROM 
COUNCILMEMBERS 

Julie Ramey from The Parks and Recreation Department gave a brief 
presentation announcing National Parks and Recreation Month and 
outlined local recreational opportunities. 
 

MESSAGE FROM THE MAYOR 

There were no reports. 
 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

George Brooks, citizen, responded to a guest column in the Herald 
Times about the Living Wage Initiative.  He refuted its arguments by 
saying that what would make a person competitive in the workforce is 
not necessarily higher skills, but people who are willing to settle for the 
least amount of pay thus resulting in workers being paid not on their 
productivity level but their replaceability level.   
 

PUBLIC INPUT 

It was moved and  seconded that the following appointments be made: 
Deb Backhus  Environmental Commission 
Ross Britain  Environmental Commission 
Suzann Owen  Telecommunications Council  
 

BOARD AND COMMISSION 
APPOINTMENTS 
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It was moved and seconded that the following reappointments be made: 
Jesse Stryker  Telecommunications Council 
Byron Bangert  Human Rights Commission 
Emily Bowman Human Rights Commission 
 
All of the above were approved by voice votes. 
 

Board and Commission 
Appointments  (cont�d) 

There was no legislation for final action at this meeting. 
 

LEGISLATION FOR SECOND 
READING 
 

It was moved and seconded that the following legislation be introduced 
and read by title and synopsis only. Clerk Moore read the legislation by 
title and synopsis. 
 

LEGISLATION FOR FIRST 
READING 
 

Appropriation Ordinance 04-04 To Specially Appropriate from the 
Parking Enforcement Fund Expenditures Not Otherwise Appropriated 
(Appropriating Funds from the Parking Enforcement Fund for New 
Positions in the Parking Enforcement Division and the Purchase of 
Equipment) 
 

Appropriation Ordinance 04-04 

Ordinance 04-14 To Amend Title 15 of the Bloomington Municipal 
Code Entitled �Vehicles and Traffic� � Re: Changes to Chapter 15.32 
(Parking Controls), Chapter 15.37 (Residential Neighborhood Permit 
Parking), Chapter 15.38 (Public Employee Parking Permits), Chapter 
15.40 (Municipal Parking Lots, Garages, and On-Street Metered 
Parking), Chapter 15.48 (Emergency Removal and Impoundment of 
Vehicles), and Chapter 15.64 (Traffic Violation Schedule) 
 

Ordinance 04-14 

Ordinance 04-15 To Amend the Ordinance Which Fixed the Salaries of 
Appointed Officers and Employees of the Civil City (Ordinance 03-20) 
For the Year 2004 � Re: Adding a Parking Enforcement Officer and 
Two Security Guards in the Parking Enforcement Division 
 

Ordinance 04-15 

Ordinance 04-16 To Amend the Ordinance Which Fixed the Salaries of 
Appointed Officers and Employees of the Civil City (Ordinance 03-20) 
For the Year 2004 � Re: Positions in the Clerk�s Office and the Council 
Office 
 

Ordinance 04-16 

Ordinance 04-17 To Authorize Reestablishment of the Cumulative  
Capital Development Fund 
 

Ordinance 04-17 

There was no public input at this point in the meeting. 
 

PUBLIC INPUT 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:06 p.m. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 

APPROVE:    ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
Michael Diekhoff, President  Regina Moore, CLERK 
Bloomington Common Council City of Bloomington 
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