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Auxiliary aids for people with disabilities are available upon request with adequate notice.   
Please call 812-349-3429 or e-mail human.rights@bloomington.in.gov.   
 

  
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 
PLAN COMMISSION  
December 5, 2016 @ 5:30 p.m.                       City Hall Council Chambers - Room #115 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
MINUTES TO BE APPROVED: November 
 
REPORTS, RESOLUTIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS:  
 
 
PETITION CONTINUED TO FEBRUARY 13, 2017 
 
PUD-30-16 Regency Consolidated Residential LLC 
 2182 W. Tapp Rd. 
 PUD amendment to allow multifamily residences on Parcel I of the Woolery PUD. 
 Case Manager: Eric Greulich 
 
PETITION CONTINUED TO SPECIAL MEETING ON DECEMBER 13, 2016 
 
ZO-38-16 City of Bloomington  
 Amendments to Section 20.05.020 of the Unified Development Ordinance concerning 
 requirements for Communications Facilities. 
 Case Manager: James Roach 
 
PETITIONS: 
 
ZO-22-16 Douglas McCoy 
 900-902 E Cottage Grove 
 Rezone from Institutional (IN) to Residential High-Density (RH). 
 Case Manager: Jackie Scanlan 
 
PUD-31-16 Patterson Point, LLC 
 323 and 455 S. Westplex Ave. 
 PUD final plan approval for four mixed use buildings and one multi-family building. 
 Case Manager: James Roach 
 
UV-35-16 Tuck & Roll Properties LLC 
 907 W 2nd St 
 Use Variance to allow a Business/Professional office in the Medical (MD) zoning district. 
 Case Manager: Jackie Scanlan 
 
UV-36-16 Horvath Communications 
 1901 S Weimer Rd 
 Use variance to allow a Communications Facility in a Residential Single Family (RS) zoning 
 district. 
 Case Manager: Jackie Scanlan 
 
SP-37-16 GMS-Pavilion Properties 
 815 N College 
 Site plan review of two 3-story multi-family buildings. 
 Case Manager: Jackie Scanlan 
 

tel:812-349-3429
mailto:human.rights@bloomington.in.gov


BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: ZO-22-16 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: December 5, 2016 
LOCATION: 900-902 E. Cottage Grove Avenue 
 
PETITIONER: Douglas M. McCoy 
   P.O. Box 3071, Bloomington   
 
CONSULTANT: Michael L. Carmin  
   116 W. 6th Street Suite 200, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting to rezone 0.22 acres from Institutional (IN) to 
Residential High-Density Multifamily (RH).  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     0.22 acres 
Current Zoning:   IN 
GPP Designation:   Public/Semi-Public/Institutional 
Existing Land Use:  Dwelling, Multi-Family 
Proposed Land Use:  Dwelling, Multi-Family 
Surrounding Uses: North – Indiana University (Office) 

West  – Dwelling, Single-Family and Dwelling, Multi-Family 
East  – Indiana University (Parking) 
South – Indiana University (Office) 

 
SINCE THE LAST MEETING: 
Some questions and issues were raised at the November hearing by Plan 
Commissioners and the petitioner’s representative. Staff has addressed those questions 
and issues below. 
 
1. The status of the development as legal nonconforming is accurate. A few items          
     require further clarification. 
 

a. It was stated that if the building burned down, it would have to be re-built within 
six months per the UDO. Staff mentioned that this was false at the hearing, and 
the code reference is below. Application for a building permit would need to be 
made within six months. 
 
20.08.120 Structure Damaged or Destroyed  
A lawful nonconforming structure or a structure which contains or is associated 
with a lawful nonconforming use, which has been partly or completely destroyed 
or removed by accidental cause, including Acts of God, may be replaced, 
provided the owner or agent makes application for a Building Permit within six (6) 
months of the date of destruction or removal. The replacement structure must be 
placed on the footprint of the old structure, may not be higher than the old 
structure, and shall be substantially the same architecture and constructed of 
similar materials, unless any deviation would bring the structure or use into or 
closer to compliance with the regulations of this Unified Development Ordinance, 
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to the extent possible and to the extent permitted by building code or other 
applicable regulation. 
 
b. It was stated that the building could not undergo regular maintenance. This is 
also inaccurate, and the UDO reference is below. 
 
20.08.130 Repair  
Nothing in Section 20.08.130; Repair shall be interpreted to prevent normal 
maintenance and repair of lawful nonconforming structures or structures which 
contain or are associated with lawful nonconforming uses. Normal maintenance 
and repair does not include the razing of walls to the foundation and rebuilding, 
nor does it include altering a structure which contains a lawful nonconforming use 
in any way which results in additional bedrooms or other habitable space. Minor 
changes to a lawfully nonconforming sign shall be permitted only where 
necessary in order to keep the sign in good and safe repair and operating 
condition; such changes may include replacement of supports with different 
materials or design, but shall not include any enlargement to the dimensions of 
such supports or any increase in the number of such supports. 
 
c. It was stated that if this property is rezoned to RH, the existing density on the 
site (or a higher density) could be replicated in a redevelopment through the use 
of Level Two Incentives from the 20.05.049 Green Development Incentives. 
Assuming the legal lot size is 0.22 acres, this is false. The current density on the 
site is 4.96 DUEs, assuming that all of the 2-bedroom apartments are under 950 
square feet. Level Two Incentives would allow for the maximum density of the 
zone to be increased by 50%. The maximum density on the site allowed under 
RH is 3.3 DUEs. An additional 50% would only net 4.95 DUES. 
 
Other development standards beyond the density would also make RH 
development difficult on this site, including 15 foot front, side, and rear yard 
setbacks; 50% lot impervious surface requirement; and parking setbacks of 20 
feet behind the primary structure’s front building wall and 10 feet side and rear 
yard setbacks. RH development on this lot would likely require multiple 
development standards variances. 
 
This development can continue on as a legal nonconforming use and regular 
maintenance, and even extensive remodel within the bounds of 20.08.130, is 
permitted under the existing zone.   

 
2. How or why was the provision for private property owners in IN zones removed after  
    the 1973 code?  
 

Staff did not find an answer specific to this particular code change. However, 
staff does note that 20.01.060 of the current code repeals all former codes, 
including the 1973 code and amendments. The current code makes no special 
provision for privately owned property in IN, and the previous two codes did not, 
either. The code reference is below. 
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20.01.060 Repeal of Preexisting Ordinances 
 
The following City ordinances are hereby repealed and are replaced by this 
Unified Development Ordinance and Official Zoning Map: 
 
(a) The City of Bloomington Zoning Ordinance of 1995, Ordinance No. 95-21, as 
amended. 
(b) The City of Bloomington Official Zoning Map of 1995, incorporated in and 
adopted as a part of Ordinance No. 95-21, as amended. 
(c) The City of Bloomington Subdivision Control Ordinance of 1973, Ordinance 
No. 73-3, as amended. 

 
3. What is the process to rezone to IN if this property is rezoned to RH? 
 

If the property is rezoned to RH, a petitioner who wants to rezone the property to 
IN would need to go through the same process of filing a rezone request to be 
heard by both the Plan Commission and the City Council. The zoning designation 
becomes moot for the purpose of regulation if Indiana University purchases the 
property, as this institution is not subject to local planning jurisdiction. 

 
REPORT: The property is located at 900-902 E. Cottage Grove Avenue. The property is 
zoned Institutional (IN). Surrounding land uses to the north, south, and east are office 
buildings and parking associated the School of Informatics on the Indiana University 
campus. The adjacent uses to the west are Dwelling, Multi-Family and Dwelling, Single-
Family. The site has been developed with a seven unit apartment building and 
accessory parking. 
 
The petitioner is requesting to rezone the property from Institutional (IN) to Residential 
High-Density Multifamily (RH). The rezone is requested because ‘Dwelling, Multi-Family’ 
is not an approved use in the IN zone and that is the current and historic use of the 
property. The apartment building on the property was built in the 1960s. It contains six 
2-bedroom apartments and one 3-bedroom apartment. The use is considered lawfully 
non-conforming, as it was in place prior to the zoning code. This is more colloquially 
referred to as a ‘grandfathered’ use. The current density on the property exceeds that 
which would be allowed by the UDO if the property was zoned RH. The property has 
limited parking on the west and east sides of the building. No plan for development on 
the site has been submitted at this time or is anticipated. 
 
Indiana University, adjacent property owner on three sides, submitted an objection to 
the rezone request. The letter is included in this packet. 
 
GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: This property is designated as ‘Public/Semi-
Public/Institutional.’ The GPP notes that ‘Public/Semi-Public/Institutional’ is designed to 
provide adequate land to support compatible government, non-profit and social service 
land use activities. These use areas are distributed community-wide and encompass 
schools, including Indiana University. This property is surrounded on three sides by 
Indiana University property. 
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY BLOOMINGTON MASTER PLAN: This portion of Woodlawn 
Avenue is part of the Woodlawn and Tenth Street Neighborhood in the Master Plan. 
The petition site is planned as part of a new mixed-use academic building with frontage 
on Woodlawn Avenue and 10th Street. The petition site, along with the property to the 
south, are identified as ‘Buildings Recommended for Demolition’ in order to allow room 
for the future development. The Master Plan promotes Woodlawn Avenue as an 
important pedestrian corridor leading into campus. The Master Plan contains future 
designs for both the east and west sides of Woodlawn Avenue. 
 
ISSUES: 
Surrounding Zones and Uses: The property is surrounded on three sides by 
Institutional (IN) zoned property that is owned and operated by Indiana University. The 
surrounding IN parcels are part of the larger Indiana University campus. All of the 
properties on the east side of Woodlawn Avenue from East Atwater Avenue to East 17th 
Street are zoned IN. The properties directly west of the petition site, on the west side of 
Woodlawn Avenue, are zoned Residential Core (RC) and contain a single-family 
residence and a two-unit multi-family residence. There is no RH zoning immediately 
adjacent to the petition site, or in the surrounding area. The nearest Residential 
Multifamily (RM) zoning, which is a less dense multifamily zoning, is approximately 360 
feet southwest of the petition site, fronting on East 10th Street. 
 
Approval of the rezone would create a non-contiguous island of RH zoning on one 
property.  
 
Density: The current apartment building has six 2-bedroom apartments and one 3-
bedroom apartment for a total of 4.96 DUEs on the property, which is equal to 22.55 
units per acre. The parcel is .22 acres, which would allow for 3.3 DUEs if the property 
was zoned RH, or 15 units per acre. The current development exceeds the density that 
would be allowed if the property was zoned RH. The existing building, and density, can 
remain on the property in its current state because it is lawfully non-conforming. If the 
building were removed, a replacement building could not contain the density that 
currently exists on the site.  
 
CONCLUSION: Staff does not promote rezoning a property to a non-contiguous zone 
for the purpose of matching the zoning to the existing use. Rezoning the property to a 
district different than all neighboring property is ‘spot zoning’ and does not further the 
goals of either the GPP or the Indiana University Master Plan. The use can continue to 
operate on the property in its current state as a lawfully non-conforming use without the 
rezone. The site has never been zoned for multi-family use and the RH zoning district is 
not the appropriate zone for this site. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends a recommendation of denial of this petition to 
City Council. 
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ZO-22-16 Petitioner Site Plan
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ZO-22-16 Petitioner Site Plan
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ZO-22-16 Petitioner Site Plan
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ZO-22-16 Neighbor Remonstrance
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: PUD-31-16 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: December 5, 2016 
LOCATION: 323 and 455 S. Westplex Ave. 
 
PETITIONER:  Patterson Pointe, LLC 

5005 N. SR 37, Bloomington 
 
COUNSEL:   Bynum Fanyo and Associates, Inc. 

528 N. Walnut Street, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting PUD Final Plan approval for four mixed use 
buildings and one multi-family building, including 33,000 square feet of non-residential 
space and 188 apartments. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     7.54 acres 
Current Zoning:   PUD 
GPP Designation:  Community Activity Center and Adams Street/Patterson Drive 

Subarea 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant 
Proposed Land Use:  Mixed use, Multi-family 
Surrounding Uses: North – Commercial (Westplex PUD) 

West  – Patterson Pointe Senior Residence – multi-family 
East  – Commercial, School 
South – The Dillon Multi-family 

   
REPORT: The Patterson Pointe PUD was created in 2010 (PUD-29-09). The PUD is 
approximately 18.32 acres in its entirety and bounded by W. 3rd Street to the north, S. 
Adams Street to the east, and the Landmark PUD to the south and west. The property 
had been used for many decades as the location of the Rogers Group and later Rogers 
Building Supply. The primary use of the property was a concrete product manufacturing 
operation but the property had been vacant for 4 years prior to creation of the PUD. Since 
creation of the PUD, several parts have received PUD Final Plan approval and have been 
developed, including The Dillon apartments, Patterson Pointe Senior Residence and the 
Academy of Science and Entrepreneurship.  
 
In 2010, the Plan Commission and City Council approved a PUD District Ordinance and 
Preliminary Plan to redevelop this property. The PUD can be broken down into three main 
areas.  Area C contains the Academy of Science and Entrepreneurship and has been 
fully built out. The northern 4.93 acres, Area A, includes the entire frontage along 3rd St. 
and has not yet been developed. The southern 11.36 acres, Area B, has been partially 
developed with multi-family housing.  
 
This petition includes plans to develop all but the western part of Area A, A1, and the last 
remaining lot in Area B, Lot 2.  
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Area A is proposed to include four 4-story mixed use buildings. One building along 
Patterson Dr. will be 4-stories with the first floor non-residential space partially raised 
above sidewalk grade because of grade change along the street. Two buildings along 3rd 
St. will be 3-stories along 3rd street and 4-stories fronting the parking lot in the rear. The 
lower level of these buildings include structured parking. This plan includes a building 
known as Building #5 behind the other buildings. This building was not conceptually 
shown on the PUD Preliminary Plan. The petitioners would like the Plan Commission to 
consider approving this building as a minor deviation from the Preliminary Plan. The 
proposed buildings in Area A include a mix of 1, 2, 3 and 4 bedroom apartments with a 
total of 72 apartments, 205 bedrooms, 71.5 DUEs, approximately 33,000 square feet of 
non-residential space plus 5,400 square feet of site serving office space, and 169 parking 
spaces for the residential and commercial uses. Parking is a combination of a parking lot, 
structured parking under the buildings and a parking boulevard. Multi-family unit and 
bedroom breakdown for all of Area A is as follows: 
 

• Four 1-bedroom units 
• Twenty five 2-bedroom units 
• Twenty one 3-bedroom units 
• Twenty two 4-bedroom units 

 
Lot 2 of Area B includes one multi-family building. This building is mostly designed to 
appear as townhouses per the requirements of the PUD. While the PUD Preliminary Plan 
envisioned 6 buildings and surface parking in an interior courtyard, the petitioners now 
propose a single building with a structured parking garage. This building includes a mix 
of studio, 1, 2, 3, and 4 bedroom units, 106 units, 272 bedrooms, 94.22 DUES, and 310 
parking spaces in the garage. While the 310 parking spaces exceeds the maximum of 0.9 
parking spaces per bedroom outlined in the PUD, these spaces will be used by the 
tenants of both Area A and Lot 2 of Area B. Multi-family unit and bedroom breakdown for 
this lot is as follows: 

 
• Six studio units 
• Twenty eight 1-bedroom units 
• Seventeen 2-bedroom units 
• Sixteen 3-bedroom units 
• Thirty nine 4-bedroom units 

 
The PUD prohibited 5 bedroom apartments. This Final Plan also includes the extension 
of Westplex Ave. from south of the creek to connect with 3rd Street and the construction 
of Dolimah Ave. from Isaac Dr. to Milieu Dr. between Lot 2 and the Academy. It also 
includes the final restoration plans for the creek that was daylighted as part of an earlier 
phase of development.  
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Since November Meeting: The following changes have been made since the November 
meeting. 
 
 

• The petitioner has redesigned the creek corridor restoration to be more in keeping 
with the plan approved in 2011. The Environmental Commission memo notes no 
needed changes to the plan. 

• A bike parking plan has been submitted which will meet UDO requirements in 
terms of number of spaces. Minor changes are necessary to meet distribution 
requirements.  

• With the redesign of the creek corridor, the parking lot behind building #4 has 
gotten smaller. As a result there has been a reduction of approximately 18 surface 
parking spaces in Area A. This parking lot redesign is not reflected in the floorplan 
drawings.  

• Most retaining walls have been removed from around Building #1 on Lot 2 of Area 
B. Only one unit now has an entrance behind a retaining wall. Some units are now 
completely below grade and include window wells. Some second floor units now 
have direct access to the street through elevated stoops.  

• More details on plaza space between buildings 2 and 3 have been provided. This 
includes an accessible pedestrian route between the rear parking lot and the 
street.  

• Details have been provided concerning pedestrian improvements to the 
intersection of 3rd and Patterson. While these are an improvement, there are still 
changes that need to be made before it can be approved.  

 
At the November Plan Commission meeting there was considerable discussion about 
whether the architecture of the buildings in Area A was consistent with the schematic 
architecture presented as part of the PUD District Ordinance in 2010. The petitioners have 
detailed out these buildings more, but did not make dramatic changes in the design.  
 
There was also considerable discussion at the November meeting about the design of 
the parking boulevard, the history of the design, the potential need for a median in the 3rd 
Street right-of-way, the options approved by the City Council in 2010 and the safety of the 
proposed parking boulevard. The Staff Report outlines several items that we wanted the 
petitioner’s consultant to evaluate concerning these issues. That evaluation has not yet 
been completed.  
 
PUD REVIEW ISSUES: 
 
Heights/Densities/Lot Coverage: The Final Plan meets all density, impervious surface 
coverage and height requirements as outlined in the PUD District ordinance.  
 
Architecture: Included in the packet is both the original schematic architecture from the 
PUD as well as the current proposal. Materials include brick, cementitious siding and 
panels, limestone, split-faced and ground-faced block, and EIFS only used as detailing. 
Cementitious materials are only permitted as secondary materials on Area A on facades 
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facing 3rd or Patterson. A materials breakdown is still in needed to determine compliance 
with this standard.   
 
Area B was laid out to include buildings with a townhouse design. The buildings were not 
required to be townhouses, but to have the appearance of townhouses. The other 
Buildings on Area B developed as The Dillon and Patterson Pointe Senior Housing are 
all stacked flats with the appearance of townhouses. The proposed building in Area B is 
4 stories in height and includes a vertical orientation of modules and first floor entries to 
have the appearance of townhouses. However, due to more than 18 feet of grade change 
on Lot 2, the southwest corner of the building is only 3-stories. Since the last meeting, 
most retaining walls were removed from around this building. Only one unit now has an 
entrance behind a retaining wall. Some units are now completely below grade and include 
window wells. Some second floor units now have direct access to the street through 
elevated stoops. There are still areas on the south façade that do not maintain a 
townhouse appearance. This can be easily rectified with three additional unit entrances 
on the south façade.  
 
Parking Boulevard: This PUD contained an unusual and innovative parking scenario 
between the building and the street. The petitioners referred to this plan as a “parking 
boulevard” because the parking was separated from 3rd and Patterson by a narrow 
landscaped strip. The purpose of the parking boulevard was to provide convenient 
parking in front of the buildings to serve the non-commercial space that feels like street 
parking, without creating the same conflicts for traffic on adjacent streets as street 
parking. The parking boulevard included angled parking spaces and a one way access 
aisle with an entry on 3rd and an exit on Patterson.  
 
In 2010, the petitioner presented three different parking plans to the City Council. These 
three versions are included in the packet. The first version was similar to the plan 
presented with this petition. The second version changed the orientation of the parking, 
pushing the parking spaces closer to the street and moving the access aisle closer to the 
buildings. This plan also provided for a “straight” connection between parts of Area A west 
of Westplex Ave. and the remainder to the east of Westplex Ave. with a single access 
point onto 3rd west of Westplex Ave. The third version was a more traditional street 
parking plan that included back-out on-street parking on Patterson and 3rd. The City 
Council did not specifically approve any of these plans, but instead provided for them to 
be “alternatives” that should be further evaluated by the Plan Commission at the time of 
the PUD Final Plan for Area A.  
 
Few changes have been made on the design of the parking boulevard since the 
November meeting. The petitioner’s plan is most closely similar to the parking boulevard 
shown to the Plan Commission in 2010. With this, they have a single entry on 3rd street 
and an exit onto Patterson. The parking spaces are closer to the building and sidewalk. 
The parking boulevard does not extend across Westplex Ave as there are no current 
plans to develop Area A1 to the west of Westplex.  
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Transportation Issues: In the November staff report, several transportation issues were 
outlined that should be investigated because the Plan Commission approves any specific 
changes to 3rd street in regard to the development of the parking boulevard. Issues fully 
or partially addressed are the pedestrian changes to 3rd and Patterson and the angle of 
the parking boulevard exit onto Patterson Drive. Other issues have not yet been 
addressed. Most importantly, the petitioners have not yet submitted a safety study to 
analyze the need for a median in 3rd, the need for two northbound lanes in Westplex, the 
safety implication of permitting left turns at the 3rd and Westplex intersection, whether U-
turns should be prohibited on 3rd or if left turns into the parking boulevard should be 
permitted. Staff is not prepared to make a recommendation on the parking boulevard 
design without this analysis.  
 
Building #5: Proposed “building #5”: is located behind the building that fronts on 3rd and 
Patterson. This building meets height and density requirements and includes 5,400 
square feet of first floor site serving office space, but is shown in an area where no building 
was initially proposed. The Plan Commission did not indicate opposition to the location of 
this building in November.  
 
Creek Restoration: This Final Plan includes the reconstruction of what was once a piped 
creek. On this site, 640 feet of the creek was opened up to the sky, or “daylighted.”  The 
reconstructed creek will provide greenspace, water quality treatment and an amenity to 
the development. With PUD-14-11, a riparian corridor reconstruction plan which included 
a facilities maintenance plan was approved. PUD-14-12 later deferred the full restoration 
of the creek until development of Area A, which is coming with this PUD Final Plan.  
 
The proposed creek restoration has been dramatically changed since the November 
meeting. The new plan is in keeping with the design approved in 2011 in terms of plants, 
maintenance, tree preservation, water quality features, and culvert design. The 
Environmental Commission report does not note any needed changes to the design.  
 
Streets and Sidewalks:  This Final Plan includes the design of Westplex Ave. north from 
Isaac to 3rd and Dolimah Ave. from Isaac Dr. to Milieu Dr. between Lot 2 and the Academy. 
Dolimah includes on-street parking, street trees and bump-outs at intersections.  
 
The existing combined curb and sidewalk along 3rd and Patterson will be removed and 
replaced with a wide plaza and sidewalk on the opposite side of the parking boulevard. 
This is consistent with the PUD alternative for the parking boulevard. There was 
discussion at the last meeting about the distance this placed the storefronts to the street. 
Prior to the meeting, the petitioner intends to provide a cross section drawing showing 
how these elements align. This sidewalk must be placed in a pedestrian easement to 
ensure that it is open to the public in perpetuity. This plan also includes a pedestrian 
crossing of the parking boulevard to access the bus stop and pedestrian crosswalks at 
the southwest corner of 3rd and Patterson. The petitioner continues to work with staff on 
the design of this corner and the pedestrian improvements.  
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In compliance with the PUD Preliminary Plan, the petitioners have provided a pedestrian 
bridge across the creek from the front door of Building #5 on Lot 2 of Area B to the parking 
lot behind Area A. The preliminary plan initially showed a through pedestrian route from 
this bridge to the far southern side of the PUD, but this was not enacted with the 
development of the remainder of Area B. Staff believes the street network can 
accommodate pedestrian needs from the south to north sides of the development, so a 
through connection is not necessary.  
 
The PUD initially envisioned relocating the bus stop on 3rd further to the west. 
Bloomington Transit prefers that the stop stay closer to its existing location near the 
intersection. This also allows for a single controlled pedestrian crossing point of the 
parking boulevard at the corner. The plaza between buildings 2 and 3 has been designed 
to provide an accessible route from the parking lot behind these buildings to the parking 
boulevard for both shoppers to access the retail space and residents to access the bus 
stop.  
 
Traffic Signal: The PUD included a commitment to install a traffic signal at the 
intersection of “Old” 3rd St. and Patterson Dr. With approval of the Patterson Park PUD to 
the southwest, the Council and the Plan Commission required a traffic signal at the 
intersection of Adams St. and Patterson Dr. At the time of that PUD approval, it was 
determined by the Plan Commission, staff and the Common Council, that that signal 
would take the place of the traffic signal originally required with this PUD. This Final Plan 
does not include a traffic signal.  
 
Signage: Signage designs have not been submitted with this Final Plan. Signage 
approved for the PUD matches closely the UDO standards, but deviates in a couple of 
places. In particular, the PUD allows the multi-family use in Area B to be included on a 
multi-tenant center sign within Area A. Future signage must meet the PUD District 
Ordinance and the UDO.  
 
Utilities: A utility plan has been submitted to CBU and is under review. 
 
Stormwater: A stormwater plan has been submitted to CBU and is under review.  Final 
approval of the stormwater plan is required prior to release of any permits.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The Bloomington 
Environmental Commission (EC) has made 3 recommendations concerning this 
development.   
 

1.) The Petitioner should continue to make necessary changes to the Landscape 
Plan. 

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

low-carbon footprint structures, and provide the infrastructure/space for 
recyclable-material collection. 
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3.) The Petitioner should commit to salvaging, recycling, and reusing all possible 
construction materials not needed for construction.   

 
 
Items for further discussion: 

• Area A architecture 
• Parking boulevard and safety 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that PUD-31-16 be continued to a third 
hearing. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
Date:  November 28, 2016 
 
To:  Bloomington Plan Commission 
 
From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 
 
Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 
 
Subject: PUD-31-16,  Patterson Pointe, Lots 1 & 2, Second hearing 
  323, 455 S. Westplex Avenue 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The purpose of this memo is to convey the environmental concerns and recommendations of the 
Environmental Commission (EC) with the hope that action will be taken to enhance the 
environmental integrity of this proposed plan.  The EC is aware there are practically no 
environmental features left on this heavily developed site; therefore the EC recommends that the 
site design include as many new environmentally beneficial features as possible.   
 
The EC appreciates that the Petitioner addressed the list of questions we provided in the last 
memorandum (attached), and revised the Site Plan to include valuable improvements.  
Environmentally, the plan now looks much like was envisioned in the original PUD.  The 
restored stream will indeed be an excellent example of creek restoration for both water quality 
and habitat restoration.  
 
ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN 
 
1.)  LANDSCAPING 
The Landscape Plan needs some revisions.  The EC recommends that the Petitioner and staff 
continue working to make these corrections.  
 
2.)  GREEN BUILDING 
The EC recommends that the developer design the building with as many best practices for 
energy savings and resource conservation as possible. Some examples of best practices that go 
beyond the Building Code include enhanced insulation; high efficiency heating and cooling; 
Energy Star doors, windows, lighting, and appliances; high efficiency toilets; programmable 
thermostats in each unit; sustainable floor coverings; and recycled products such as carpet and 
counter tops.  Some specific recommendations to mitigate the effects of climate change and 
dwindling resources include the following.  
 
Reduce Heat Island Effect   The roof material should have a minimum initial Solar Reflective 
Index (SRI) of 0.65, and an aged index of 0.55.  (SRI is a value that incorporates both solar 
reflectance and emittance in a single value to represent a material's temperature in the sun.  SRI 
quantifies how hot a surface would get relative to standard black and standard white surfaces.  It 
is calculated using equations based on previously measured values of solar reflectance and 
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emittance as laid out in the American Society for Testing and Materials Standard E 1980.  It is 
expressed as a fraction (0.0 to 1.0) or percentage (0% to 100%)).   If a roof membrane is used, it 
should be overlaid with a reflective coating or covered with a white, granulated cap sheet. 
 
Energy efficiency   Enhance the weather, air, and thermal barriers of the building envelope to 
reduce the energy consumption associated with conditioning indoor air, to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions in our region. 
 
Charging stations for electric vehicles 
Many people are now purchasing electric vehicles (EV), making installation of charging stations 
a necessity for residents.  Therefore the EC recommends that electric charging stations be 
installed for some of the parking spaces. 
 
Space for staging recyclable materials prior to pickups 
The EC recommends that space be allocated for recyclable-materials collection, which will 
reduce the facilities’ carbon footprint and promote healthy indoor and outdoor environments.  
Recycling has become an important norm that has many benefits in energy and resource 
conservation.  Recycling is thus an important contributor to Bloomington’s environmental 
quality and sustainability and is expected in a 21st-century structure. 
  
Green building and environmental stewardship are of utmost importance to the people of 
Bloomington and sustainable features are consistent with the spirit of the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO). Additionally, they are supported by Bloomington’s overall commitment to 
sustainability and its green building initiative (http://Bloomington.in.gov/greenbuild).  
Sustainable building practices are explicitly called for by the Mayors’ Climate Protection 
Agreement signed by former Mayor Kruzan; by City Council Resolution 06-05 supporting the 
Kyoto Protocol and reduction of our community’s greenhouse gas emissions; by City Council 
Resolution 06-07, which recognizes and calls for planning for peak oil; and by a report from the 
Bloomington Peak Oil Task Force, Redefining Prosperity: Energy Descent and Community 
Resilience Report. 
 
3.)  CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS 
The EC recommends that construction and demolition debris from the construction of the new 
buildings be collected for reuse or recycling.  This material could be sold to local salvage 
businesses, given to a resale store for future re-use, or recycled.  Very little material should have 
to be disposed in a landfill. 
 
EC RECOMENDATIONS 
 
1.)  The Petitioner should continue to make necessary changes to the Landscape Plan. 
    
2.)  The Petitioner should apply green building practices to create high performance, low-carbon 
footprint structures, and provide the infrastructure/space for recyclable-material collection. 
 
3.)  The Petitioner should commit to salvaging, recycling, and reusing all possible construction 
materials not needed for construction.   
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: UV-35-16 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: December 5, 2016 
Location: 907 W. 2nd Street 
 
PETITIONER:  Tuck and Roll Properties, Inc. 
   116 S. Madison Street Suite B, Bloomington 
  
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a use variance to allow a business/professional 
office use in a Medical zoning district. This use variance request requires Plan Commission 
review of compliance with the Growth Policies Plan.  
 
Area:     0.49 Acres 
Zoning:    Medical (MD) 
GPP Designation:   Public/Semi-Public/Institutional 
Existing Land Use:  Medical 
Proposed Land Use:  Business/Professional Office 
Surrounding Uses:  North – Dwelling, Single-Family (detached) 
 East –  Place of Worship 

South –  Dwelling, Multi-Family; Place of Worship 
West –  Dwelling, Single-Family (detached) 

 
REPORT: The petition site is located on the south side of West 2nd Street between South 
Euclid Avenue and South Walker Street. The property is zoned Medical (MD) and contains 
a two-story building with roughly 5,320 square feet of gross floor area, as well as a roughly 
10,250 square foot parking lot.  
 
The petitioner proposes to use the building as a business/professional office. The Unified 
Development Ordinance does not allow the use ‘business/professional office’ in the MD 
district. The petitioner must receive a use variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) 
to be able to have a business/professional office at the site. If the variance is granted, the 
petitioner will have to bring the site into compliance with the Limited Compliance Site Plan 
requirements, such as bike racks, and appropriate landscaping. The site is roughly 1,442 
square feet over the maximum allowed impervious surface coverage, so the asphalt of 
slightly over seven parking spaces in front of the building need to be removed. The 
petitioner is requesting a development standards variance to leave the parking in place. 
 
The site is part of a much larger MD zoning area that encompasses the historic and current 
location of Bloomington Hospital and many of the surrounding properties. The MD 
properties were designated as such to protect space for the hospital and services that 
support and are related to it. Many of the businesses in that area function in the same way 
that business/professional offices do, but are permitted uses because they are medical-
related. Bloomington Hospital announced in 2015 that it will be moving to a new location on 
the northeast side of town. The future redevelopment plans for the hospital site are 
unknown at this time. The existing Growth Policies Plan did not anticipate the relocation of 
the hospital. MD is the only non-residential zoning district that does not allow the 
business/professional office use. Any future comprehensive rezoning of this area will very 
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likely include business/professional office as a permitted use. The timeline for the 
comprehensive rezoning is unknown. 
   
SITE PLAN ISSUES: 
Parking and Impervious Surface Coverage: The parking lot contains 24 parking spaces 
in two parking areas located at each building entrance, one for each floor. The UDO allows 
for a maximum of 1 parking space for every 300 square feet of gross floor area. No parking 
is required. The building is roughly 5320 square feet, for a total allowable parking of 17 
spaces. 
 
The maximum allowed impervious surface coverage is 60 percent of the property. The 
property is currently roughly 1,442 square feet over the maximum. Because the property is 
over the impervious surface maximum and the parking maximum, spaces that do not meet 
front yard setback requirements need to be removed until either of the standards are met. 
Staff estimates that the 7 parking spaces in the northeast of the property and some 
additional asphalt along the northern edge of the parking lot need to be removed to satisfy 
the standard. The petitioner is requesting a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals that 
will allow them to leave all current parking in place. 
 
Landscaping: The UDO requires parking lot landscaping and interior landscaping to be 
added to the site. The petitioner will meet UDO requirements, including maintenance of 
landscaping. 
 
GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The Growth Policies Plan (GPP) designates this property as 
Public/Semi-Public/Institutional. The GPP notes that ‘Public/Semi-Public/Institutional’ is 
designed to provide adequate land to support compatible government, non-profit and social 
service land use activities. The GPP did not anticipate the relocation of the hospital and 
provided for land area to support a use that will soon not be in the area. Future GPP 
changes will anticipate the relocation of the hospital, but those changes have not yet been 
made. 
 
Staff finds that because the purpose of the Public/Semi-Public/Institutional designation in 
this area is drastically changing, this request does not substantially interfere with the 
general and specific policies of the GPP for this area. 
 
MD DISTRICT INTENT: Within the UDO is a description of the MD zoning district intent and 
guidance for the Plan Commission and Board of Zoning Appeals. Staff believes that this 
proposal does not controvert the intentions for the district because the main intent of the 
district is to protect areas for the hospital and its supportive uses and the hospital has 
announced plans to move from its current location. 
 

BMC 20.02.530 Medical (MD); District Intent 
 

The MD (Medical) District is intended to be used as follows: 
• Provide for the location and regulation of hospital uses and associated medical 
facilities. 
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• Ensure that medical land uses do not negatively impact adjoining residential land 
uses through control of lighting, noise, traffic congestion, and spill-over parking. 
• Encourage the continuation of Bloomington Hospital’s medical care and related 
services to the entire community, regardless of ability to pay, by ensuring that 
Bloomington Hospital meets its long-term space utilization needs. 

Plan Commission/Board of Zoning Appeals Guidance: 
• Bloomington Hospital is encouraged to expand without encroachment into 
established neighborhoods such as McDoel Gardens and Prospect Hill. 
• Proposals for new or expanded medical facilities should be scrutinized in 
recognition of community interest, public health needs, and impacts on Bloomington 
Hospital so long as Bloomington Hospital continues to provide its current level of 
community service. 
•Encourage proposals that further the Growth Policies Plan goal of sustainable 
development design featuring conservation of open space, mixed uses, pervious 
pavement surfaces, and reductions in energy and resource consumption. 
 

CONCLUSION: Staff finds that this is an appropriate use of an already developed site. The 
area is not in danger of running out of properties to be used as support for the hospital 
because the hospital is relocating from the area entirely. As a result, the existing site can be 
used for the business/professional office use without negatively effecting the surrounding 
area or harming the MD district intent. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Plan Commission forward petition #UV-
35-16 to the Board of Zoning Appeals with a positive recommendation. 
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Board of Zoning Appeals, City of Bloomington, IN 

Planning Commission, City of Bloomington, IN  

Subject Property: 907 West 2nd Street, Bloomington, IN 47403 

Petitioner: Dean Roller and Tim Tucker with Tuck & Roll Properties, LLC.  

We are requesting that the Board of Zoning Appeals grant a Use Variance to allow 

a Professional Office use for the property located at 907 West 2nd Street. We are 

in the process of purchasing this property for the new home of our business, 

Express Employment Professionals. The property is a former doctor’s office and 

the lower level of the building is currently rented to a medical manufacturing 

company. We plan to completely remodel the main level of the building, improve 

the landscaping and re‐fresh an older updated building. With the purchase of this 

building it will allow our business to grow and continue to hire more employees.  

We are requesting a variances from the maximum parking requirement. We 

would like to leave the parking as it currently exists. We are not requesting to add 

additional parking.  

UV-35-16 Petitioner Statement
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UV-35-16 Petitioner Site Plan
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION CASE #: UV-36-16
STAFF REPORT DATE: December 5, 2016
Location: 1901 S. Weimer Road

PETITIONER: Horvath Communications
312 W. Colfax Avenue, South Bend

CONSULTANT: Clark, Quinn, Moses, Scott, & Grahn
320 N. Meridian Street #1100, Indianapolis

REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a use variance to allow a communication facility in 
a Residential Single-Family (RS) zoning district. This use variance request requires Plan 
Commission review of compliance with the Growth Policies Plan.

Area: 0.184 Acres on 22.52 Acres
Zoning: Residential Single-Family (RS)
GPP Designation: Urban Residential
Existing Land Use: Dwelling, Single-Family (detached) and Agriculture
Proposed Land Use: Communication Facility
Surrounding Uses: North – Dwelling, Single-Family (detached) / Agriculture

East – Vacant / Agriculture
South – Vacant / Agriculture
West – Dwelling, Single-Family (detached)

REPORT: The petition site is located on the east side of South Weimer Road north of 
Tapp Road and south of West Sudbury Drive. The property is zoned Residential Single-
Family (RS) and contains one single-family residence and agricultural land.

The petitioner proposes to build a 194 foot monopole communication facility (cell tower) 
with a 5 foot lightning rod and associated ground equipment on 0.184 acres on the rear of 
the property. The Unified Development Ordinance does not allow the use ‘communication 
facility’ in the RS district. The petitioner must receive a use variance from the Board of 
Zoning Appeals (BZA) to be able to have a communication facility at the site. If the 
variance is granted, the petitioner will have to build a sidewalk along the portion of the lot 
that fronts on South Weimer Road. The petitioner is also requesting a development 
standards variance from the BZA for the sidewalk requirement.

The petitioner plans to use an existing driveway on the parcel to the south to access the 
proposed development site. The site was selected to meet the setback standards that were
previously included in the UDO. The proposed tower location is roughly 215 feet from the 
nearest property corner shared with a neighbor. The site has mature trees on both the 
south and east sides. The proposed location is over 1,100 feet from the nearest
neighboring residence.

The Growth Policies Plan does not indicate preferred locations for communication facilities. 
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SITE PLAN ISSUES:
Access: The petitioner proposes to derive access from an existing gravel driveway. A 
roughly 100 foot spur would come off of the driveway to access the compound.

Floodplain: The driveway traverses a floodplain. An existing bridge would be replaced.
The driveway and bridge work may require IDNR approval.

Landscaping: The petition site has existing mature trees to the south and east. No 
additional landscaping is planned.

GROWTH POLICIES PLAN: The Growth Policies Plan (GPP) designates this property as 
Urban Residential. The GPP recommends the following for development:

 Develop sites for predominantly residential uses; however, incorporate mixed
residential densities, housing types, and nonresidential services where supported by
adjacent land use patterns.

The GPP states: Urban Residential Areas have full accessibility to all modern urban 
services. Thus, the main objectives for these areas are to maintain adequate levels of 
service and when possible improve the capacity and aesthetics of all urban services. 
Examples of new infrastructure projects include the provision of new sidewalk links, the
construction of new bike paths, and the replacement of utility infrastructure.

Staff finds that this request does not substantially interfere with the general and specific 
policies of the GPP for this area.

RS DISTRICT INTENT: Within the UDO is a description of the RS zoning district intent and
guidance for the Plan Commission and Board of Zoning Appeals. Staff finds that this 
proposal does not substantially interfere with the general and specific policies of the RS 
district.

BMC 20.02.050 Residential Single-Family (RS): District Intent

The Residential Single-Family (RS) District is intended to be used as follows:
• Provide for the development of single-family neighborhoods while ensuring
compatibility with existing patterns of development.

Plan Commission/Board of Zoning Appeals Guidance:
• On vacant tracts, develop sites for predominantly single-family residential uses;
however, consider mixed residential densities, varied housing types, and
nonresidential services where supported by adjacent land use patterns.

• Ensure new developments contain a high level of street connectivity and are
supported by adequate public services.
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CONCLUSION: Staff finds that the request does not substantially interfere with the policies 
of the GPP. Cellular phone service is a much more prominent part of society now than it 
was when the GPP was written in 2002. There are no specific locations or guidelines given 
in the GPP for the location of infrastructure for such services. The proposed site is 0.184 
acres on a 22.52 acre parcel that is part of a much larger holding. As a result, the existing 
site can continue to be used for residential purposes in line with the GPP even if the 
proposed development is approved. While staff finds that the proposal does not interfere 
with the GPP, based on current information there is an apparent lack of peculiar conditions 
and practical difficulties, which would result in a staff recommendation of denial to the BZA 
of the use variance request.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Plan Commission forward petition #UV-
36-16 to the Board of Zoning Appeals with a positive recommendation.
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UV-36-16 Petitioner Statement
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UV-36-16 Neighbor Correspondence

117



118



BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: SP-37-16 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: December 5, 2016 
Location: 815 N. College Avenue

PETITIONER: GMS-Pavilion Properties, LLC 
  112 E. 3rd Street, Bloomington   

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

   CSO Architects, Inc. 
   8831 Keystone Crossing, Indianapolis 

REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting site plan approval for two 3-story multi-family 
buildings.

BACKGROUND:
Area:     .36 acres 
Current Zoning:   CD – Downtown Gateway Overlay 
GPP Designation: Community Activity Center
Existing Land Use: Dwelling, Multi-Family 
Proposed Land Use: Dwelling, Multi-Family 
Surrounding Uses: North – Vacant   

West  – Dwelling, Multi-Family 
East  – Social Service 
South – Social Service 

REPORT: The property is located on the west side of North College Avenue between 
West 11th Street and the railroad tracks and is zoned Commercial Downtown (CD), in 
the Downtown Gateway Overlay. The property currently contains one 3-story multi-
family building and parking lot. Surrounding land uses include multi-family to the west, 
Big Brothers Big Sisters to the south, Crisis Pregnancy Center to the east across 
College Avenue and a vacant wooded lot before the train tracks to the north. There is at 
least one large tree on the site, but no wooded areas that would require preservation. 

The petitioner proposes to develop this property with two buildings. The first building is 
a 3-story building located on the south side of the property. It contains four 3-bedroom 
units with a 2-car garage on the first floor in each unit. It also contains two 1-bedroom 
units with two shared garage parking spaces on the first floor underneath the units. The 
second building is located on the north end of the lot and is a 3-story building with five 
3-bedrooms units with a 2-car garage on the first floor in each unit. 

The garage-sides of the buildings will face a central access aisle running east-west 
between the buildings. A portion of the aisle will be a permeable material, so that the 
property can meet the impervious surface requirements of the UDO. The pedestrian 
entrances to the units face the outside of the development, on the north and south 
sides. A retaining wall with guardrailing runs the length of the north side of the northern 
building and a portion of the east side of the building. This allows all of the units to meet 
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accessibility requirements. 

The petitioner is expecting to meet all site plan requirements, including height, density, 
architectural requirements, parking, impervious surface coverage, and setbacks. 
However, it appears that the façades facing North College Avenue do not meet Void-to-
Solid requirements. Waivers are required for the current design. 

Plan Commission Site Plan Review:  Three aspects of this project require that the 
petition be reviewed by the Plan Commission, per BMC 20.03.300. These aspects are 
as follows: 

 The proposal contains multifamily ground floor units. 
 The proposal is adjacent to a residential use. 
 The proposal requires waivers to 20.03.340(b)(2)(A) and 20.03.340(b)(2)(B). 

SITE PLAN ISSUES:

Residential Density: The maximum residential density in the Downtown Gateway 
Overlay is 33 units per acre. The petition site is roughly .29 acres. The petitioner is 
proposing a density of 32.76 units per acre, meeting the density requirement. 

Setbacks: In the DGO, the maximum front yard setback is 15 feet from the right-of-way 
line. The minimum side yard and the minimum rear yard setback standard is 5 feet. The 
proposal meets all setback requirements. 

Parking: The petitioner is proposing all in-building parking spaces. No parking is 
required for the first 10 bedrooms. For bedrooms 11-20, 0.5 parking spaces are 
required per bedroom, while 0.8 parking spaces are required per bedroom for bedrooms 
21-29. This is a total of 13 required parking spaces. Two parking spaces are provided in 
each of the 3-bedroom units, and two parking spaces are provided to be shared by the 
1-bedroom units. That is a total of 20 parking spaces. The proposal meets parking 
requirements.

Access: Vehicular access will be from a 24 foot wide driveway directly onto North 
College Avenue. The aisle opens to almost 30 feet wide at the first garage. The shared 
aisle will provide access to all of the garage parking spaces. Primary pedestrian access 
to the units is provided on the south side of the southern building and on the north side 
of the northern building. The end units along North College Avenue have porch 
entrances facing the street. 

The northern building pedestrian entrances are designed to be accessible, and the 
topographic design of the lot necessitates a retaining wall near the northern property 
line. On top of the retaining wall is guardrailing about 4 feet from the unit entrances, 
running the length of the building. 

Bicycle Parking: 5 Class II bicycle parking spaces are required. Bicycle parking 
locations are shown. Each unit also has access to interior space where bicycles could 
be stored, either in a garage or shared parking area. Petitioner must work with staff to 
ensure that the appropriate pad and clearance room is provided for the outdoor parking. 
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Architecture/Materials: Both buildings are designed with stucco on the first floor and 
brick on the upper floors with cast stone accents. These meet material requirements. 

Landscaping: Street trees are required along North College Avenue. Interior plantings 
are required on the site. The most recently submitted plan meets landscaping 
requirements.

Impervious Surface Coverage: The Downtown Gateway Overlay allows for 75% 
impervious surface coverage. The petitioner is meeting this requirement with open 
space on the west and east sides and either permeable concrete or permeable pavers 
in a portion of the drive aisle. 

Pedestrian Facilities/Alternative Transportation: Sidewalk exists along North College 
Avenue. The petitioner proposes sidewalks and ramps on the property that connect the 
public sidewalks to sidewalks on the north and south sides of the site that provide 
pedestrian access to the units.

No additional Bloomington Transit facilities are required with the development. 

Lighting: Pedestrian scaled lighting is required. 

Void-to-Solid Percentage: The DGO sets a minimum first floor void-to-solid 
requirement of 40%, consisting of transparent glass, for facades facing a street. Neither 
building meets this requirement. The first floor façade on the northern building is roughly 
380 square feet. The amount of transparent glass provided equals 32%. The southern 
building has the same deficit. A waiver is required for the current design to be approved. 

The DGO sets an upper floor void-to-solid requirement of 20% to 80%. The second 
floors of both buildings contain roughly 15% transparent glass area. A waiver is required 
for the current design to be approved.

Void-to-Solid Percentage Waiver-20.03.340(b)(2)(A) and 20.03.340(b)(2)(B): 
These standards are included in order to provide pedestrian interest for building 
facades adjacent to the public way. Windows into presumably active space 
improve pedestrian comfort on the adjacent sidewalk. In this development, which 
is not oriented toward the roadway, meeting this requirement to improve the 
relationship between the public and private space is crucial. Staff recommends 
denial of these waivers. Staff has included condition number one below, requiring 
the building to meet the void-to-solid requirements. 

ISSUE FOR DISCUSSION: 

Pedestrian Interest/Void-to-Solid: Staff requested that the east side of both buildings 
be enhanced in some way so that pedestrian interest could be increased, as the current 
site development does not relate much to the public realm. The petitioner will need to 
alter the eastern facades on both buildings as neither meet the void-to-solid requirement 
for the first or second floors, so staff is looking for suggestions from the Plan 
Commission regarding potential enhancements to improve the facades when those 
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corrections are designed. 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of SP-37-16 and denial of the 
waiver requests with the following conditions: 

1. Petitioner will amend the site plan to meet the Void-to-Solid percentage 
requirements of the UDO, with consideration given to increased pedestrian 
interest through detailing and entrances on the North College Avenue facades of 
both buildings. 

2. Before Final Occupancy is issued for either building, the petitioner shall record a 
zoning commitment to commit that the garage spaces will remain accessible to 
vehicles.
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MEMORANDUM

Date:  November 28, 2016 

To:  Bloomington Plan Commission 

From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 

Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 

Subject: SP-37-16,  Notting Hill Residences 
  815 N. College St.  

The purpose of this memo is to convey the environmental concerns and recommendations of the 
Environmental Commission (EC) with the hope that action will be taken to enhance the 
environmental integrity of this proposed plan.  The request is for a Site Plan for two 3-story 
multi-family structures with garage parking.  The location falls into the Commercial Downtown, 
Downtown Gateway Overlay district.   No waivers or variances are being requested.

ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN 

1.)  GREEN BUILDING 
The EC recommends that the developer design the building with as many best practices for 
energy savings and resource conservation as possible. Some examples of best practices that go 
beyond the Building Code include enhanced insulation; high efficiency heating and cooling; 
Energy Star doors, windows, lighting, and appliances; high efficiency toilets; programmable 
thermostats; sustainable floor coverings; and recycled products such as carpet and counter tops.
Some specific recommendations to mitigate the effects of climate change and dwindling 
resources include the following.

Reduce Heat Island Effect   The roof material should have a minimum initial Solar Reflective 
Index (SRI) of 0.65, and an aged index of 0.55.   (SRI is a value that incorporates both solar 
reflectance and emittance in a single value to represent a material's temperature in the sun.  SRI 
quantifies how hot a surface would get relative to standard black and standard white surfaces.  It 
is calculated using equations based on previously measured values of solar reflectance and 
emittance as laid out in the American Society for Testing and Materials Standard E 1980.  It is 
expressed as a fraction (0.0 to 1.0) or percentage (0% to 100%)).   If a roof membrane is used, it 
should be overlaid with a reflective coating or covered with a white, granulated cap sheet.  A 
vegetated roof would be ideal for this building 

Water conservation   As recommended in the City of Bloomington Utilities Water Conservation 
Plan, every effort should be used to conserve water.  All fixtures should be the low-flow type.
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The faucets for hand washing sinks should be the self-closing type, and the toilet design and 
plumbing should be the high efficiency type. 

Solar panels.   This building is ideal for photovoltaic (PV) solar panels because it is flat.  The 
price of PV systems is dropping daily and the full-cost-accounting price of carbon-based 
electricity is skyrocketing.

Green building and environmental stewardship are of utmost importance to the people of 
Bloomington and sustainable features are consistent with the spirit of the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO). Additionally, they are supported by Bloomington’s overall commitment to 
sustainability and its green building initiative (http://Bloomington.in.gov/greenbuild).
Sustainable building practices are explicitly called for by the Mayors’ Climate Protection 
Agreement signed by former Mayor Kruzan; by City Council Resolution 06-05 supporting the 
Kyoto Protocol and reduction of our community’s greenhouse gas emissions; by City Council 
Resolution 06-07, which recognizes and calls for planning for peak oil; and by a report from the 
Bloomington Peak Oil Task Force, Redefining Prosperity: Energy Descent and Community 
Resilience Report.

EC RECOMENDATIONS 

1.)  The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create a high 
performance, low-carbon footprint structure. 
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