
AGENDA 
BLOOMINGTON ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

REGULAR MEETING - 4:00 P.M. 
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 15, 2017 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 
109 EAST OLIVE STREET 

BLOOMINGTON, ILLINOIS 
1.  CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT 
A public comment period not to exceed thirty (30) minutes will be held during each Board and 
Commission meeting, as well as all regularly scheduled City Council meetings, Committee of the 
Whole meetings, meetings of committees and/or task forces (hereinafter “committees”) created by the 
City Council, work sessions, and special meetings of the City Council. Nothing herein shall prohibit 
the combination of meetings, at which only one public comment period will be allowed.  
Anyone desiring to address the Board, Commission, Committee or City Council, as applicable, must 
complete a public comment card at least five (5) minutes before the start time of the meeting. Public 
comment cards  shall be made available at the location of the meeting by City staff at least 15 minutes 
prior to the start time of the meeting. The person must include their name, and any other desired contact 
information, although said person shall not be required to publicly state their address information. If 
more than five individuals desire to make a public comment, the order of speakers shall be by random 
draw. If an individual is not able to speak due to the time limitation and said individual still desires to 
address the individuals at a future meeting of the same type, said individual shall be entitled to speak 
first at the next meeting of the same type. (Ordinance No. 2015-46)) 

 
4.  MINUTES: Consideration, review and approval of Minutes from the February 15, 

2017 meeting. 
   
5.  REGULAR AGENDA 

A. SP-03-17 Consideration, review and approval of a recommendation to City 
Council for a special use petition to allow a duplex in the R-1C district at 
603 Seminary Ave submitted by Gerard Berthel and Karen Kineslla (Ward 
7). 

City Council Date: April 24, 2017 
 

B. Z-04-17 Consideration, review and approval of the petition for variances 
submitted by Gerard Berthel and Karen Kineslla for the property located at 
603 Seminary Ave to allow: 

1). a minimum lot width of 50 ft in lieu of 70 ft for a duplex in the R-
1C district (44.10-4), and; 
2). a minimum lot area of 7450 sq ft in lieu of 10,000 sq ft for a duplex 
in the R-1C district (44.10-4) (Ward 7). 

 
6.  OTHER BUSINESS 
 
7. NEW BUSINESS 
   
8.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
For further information contact: 



Katie Simpson, City Planner 
Department of Community Development 
Government Center 
115 E. Washington Street, Bloomington, IL 61701 
Phone: (309) 434-2226 Fax: (309) 434-2857  
E-mail: ksimpson@cityblm.org 



DRAFT MINUTES 
BLOOMINGTON ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

REGULAR MEETING - 4:00 P.M. 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 2017 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 
109 EAST OLIVE STREET 

BLOOMINGTON, ILLINOIS 
 

Members present: Chairman Briggs, Mr. Brown, Mr. Bullington, Mr. Butts, Mr. Kearney, 
and Mr. Simeone 

 
Members absent:  Ms. Meek 
 
Also present:  Mr. George Boyle, Assistant Corporation Counsel 
   Ms. Katie Simpson, City Planner 

Tom Dabareiner, Community Development Director 
 
At 4:04PM, Mr. Dabareiner called the roll. With six members in attendance, a quorum was 
present.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 

 
MINUTES: The Board reviewed the minutes from January 18, 2017. A motion to approve the 
minutes as proposed was made by Mr. Simeone; seconded by Mr. Bullington. The minutes 
were approved by a 6-0 voice vote.   
 
Mr. Dabareiner confirmed the agenda item was published and Chairman Briggs confirmed the 
case was carried over from the previous meeting. Chairman Briggs explained the meeting 
procedures.  
 
Z-02-17 Consideration, review and approval of the petition for a variance submitted by 
Suzie McGuire for the property located at 3907 Rave Road to allow a rear yard setback 
of 14 feet in the R-1C district 
 
Chairman Briggs introduced the case. The following people were sworn in: William C. 
Wetzel, the petitioner’s attorney, 115 W. Jefferson Street, Bloomington; Sue McGuire, the 
petitioner, 3907 Rave Road, Bloomington; and Chris Haze, the petitioner’s contractor, 1011 
N. Evans Street Bloomington. Mr. Wetzel explained that the petitioner asked to lay over the 
item last month so alternative options for the porch could be considered. He described the 
petitioner’s intention is to enclose a portion of the porch with screens. Mr. Wetzel stated the 
petitioner received a building permit for this project and, contrary to the City’s records, the 
permit does not indicate the need for a variance. He explained the petitioner’s contractor was 
issued a stop order by City staff due to the need for a variance.  Mr. Wetzel explained the 
petitioner has since modified their plans from original petition by reducing the size and 
location of the enclosed area. Mr. Wetzel explained he shared the amended site plan with City 
staff earlier today and asked that the original petition submitted to the Zoning Board of 
Appeals for the variance be amended to reflect the reduced variance. Mr. Wetzel invited the 
petitioner to present her case and he invited the contractor to explain the changed proposal for 
the porch.  
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Mr. Bullington clarified the variance that would be considered today. Mr. Wetzel explained 
that the petitioner is significantly reducing the size of the requested variance. Chairman 
Briggs asked if the downgrade in variance required new publication. Mr. Boyle confirmed the 
intention of the notice is to provide interested parties with an opportunity to support or object 
to the petition and the amended petition is asking for a smaller variance. Mr. Boyle noted that 
the permit issue was presented to the City at 2:30 pm this afternoon and consequentially, the 
City is unable to provide a witness. Mr. Dabareiner marked the amended site plan as “Exhibit 
A” and it was incorporated into the record. The plan was distributed to the Board members. 
 
Ms. McGuire explained she purchased the home in 2015 and at that time the realtor had 
informed her she could add a screened porch. Chairman Briggs asked if Ms. McGuire was the 
original owner of the home. She confirmed she was not and that she had moved in as is. Mr. 
Haze noted the home is positioned on the lot to have a larger front yard setback which limits 
the size of allowable screened in porch area to five feet. He explained the amended petition 
would reduce the depth of the porch to ten feet as size they feel is the smallest they could 
build the screen porch. Mr. Bullington asked Mr. Haze to explain the plans for the new porch 
building. Mr. Haze explained the new drawing shows shortening the screened portion of the 
porch to twelve feet by ten feet. He added that the requested variance has been reduced by six 
feet leaving twenty feet of required yard remaining. Mr. Bullington clarified the property has 
an existing sixteen foot by twenty two foot deck and that the intention is to now screen a 
twelve foot by ten foot portion of this deck.  
 
Mr. Bullington asked if the property has physical characteristics that make strict adherence to 
the code difficult. Mr. Haze explained that the position of the house and the larger front yard 
setback makes adding onto the back of the house difficult. Mr. Bullington asked if it were 
possible to add an addition to the front of the house. Mr. Haze confirmed it was possible. Mr. 
Butts asked about the orientation of the lot and whether its shape could be considered. Mr. 
Haze described the lot’s position on the curved part of the road but stated he believes the 
house is square with the back of the lot line. Mr. Wetzel commented on the significant size of 
the existing deck. He stressed the position of the homes on the lot creates a physical challenge 
and reduces the ability to use the back yard. He emphasized the deck and orientation of the 
home existed when the property was purchased. Mr. Kearney thanked the petitioner for 
attempting to reduce the size of the screened in porch and asked if there were any special 
circumstances requiring a screened in porch rather than an open air porch. Ms. McGuire 
stated the intention of the screened porch is to reduce the impacts of bugs.  
   
Chairman Briggs asked for the city staff report. Ms. Simpson stated the presentation she has 
prepared is on the earlier petition. Mr. Bullington asked if staff is prepared to give a report on 
the amended petition or if staff needs an opportunity to respond to the changes. Mr. Kearney 
asked if staff is would be changing their recommendation based on the new petition. Mr. 
Dabareiner clarified that because the amended petition is a reduction, staff is prepared to give 
a report and that a factor in staff’s analysis may change.  
 
Ms. Simpson stated staff recommended against the original petition. She explained that 
although the amended petition meets one of the factors for a variance, due to the fact that all 
five factors were not met, staff would be recommending against the amended variance 
request. She referenced Division 2 of the zoning ordinance and explained the purpose behind 
the city’s zoning regulations. Ms. Simpson shared photos of the neighborhood and explained 
this subdivision was planned to have a sixty foot front yard setback—twice the size of the 
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setback required by the city code.  An aerial photo of the neighborhood was shared. Mr. 
Dabareiner pointed out that this case the garage is built up to the setback line and the house is 
set back. He explained the house was built this way and the buyer was aware of it when 
acquiring the property. Chairman Briggs stated that the garage meets the average yard setback 
of the neighborhood. Mr. Dabareiner confirmed that other homes in the neighborhood have 
different designs and this particular design was provided for the property. He explained that 
when a buyer acquires a home the buyer is responsible for understanding the design and the 
potential restrictions. Ms. Simpson clarified that this neighborhood was built under the current 
zoning ordinance with a required setback and the block average consideration applies to 
properties built prior to the adoption of the initial zoning ordinance in 1960.  She provided a 
zoning map and explained the dimensions of the property. Ms. Simpson noted this property 
exceeds the minimum area and width requirements for the R-1C zoning district as required by 
the zoning ordinance. She provided the original site plan and described the request for the 
variance emphasizing permitted obstructions in rear yards. Ms. Simpson explained open air 
porches are allowed in rear yards without a variance but enclosing the porch with a screen is 
not a permitted obstruction. She highlighted the purpose behind the rear yard separations for 
maintaining fifty feet of green space between homes and controlling density in the area.  
 
Ms. Simpson explained the standards required for a variance. She stated staff was unable to 
identify a physical hardship on this property. She stated that, although, after reducing the size 
of the structure a variance could be considered to be the minimum action necessary, staff 
finds the other standards are still unmet and therefore cannot support the request variance.  
 
Chairman Briggs asked about the size of the neighboring yards and whether they would be 
able to build a porch without a variance. Ms. Simpson stated the need to measure the other 
yards but that ultimately all property owners would be subject to the same twenty five foot 
setback requirement of the zoning ordinance. Chairman Briggs noted he feels the shape of the 
lot reduces the petitioner’s yard. Mr. Simeone asked staff to provide explanation about the 
impacts reducing green space might have on public safety. Ms. Simpson explained the rear 
yard requirements contribute to the quality of life for residents by providing permeable 
surfaces to assist with water run-off and detention, and keeping homes from being built too 
close together which can also impact what neighbors are allowed to do with their homes. Mr. 
Butts asked if the amended petition would still provide the fifty foot separation contemplated 
in the zoning ordinance for this district. Ms. Simpson explained the separation is measured 
from the structure to the rear yard line; the variance would decrease that separation. 
 
Mr. Butts asked for clarification on the difference between screening in the porch and an open 
porch. Mr. Dabareiner explained it is common for zoning ordinances to allow certain types of 
encroachments into the rear yard and at the time this code was created the distinction was 
important to the city. He explained that addition of walls and a roof increases to the mass of 
the structure. He noted controlling the massing is intended to protect view sheds and 
encourage light and air flow and is found in original zoning ordinances. Mr. Bullington 
clarified that evidence has not been provided, by the petitioner nor staff, showing that any 
other properties are granted special privilege over the petitioner. He asked if other options for 
expanding in the front would be possible. Ms. Simpson confirmed. Mr. Bullington clarified 
that the provision in the city code regarding the average yard setback does not apply to this 
property since it was built after the adoption of the code in 1960. Ms. Simpson confirmed that 
it does not apply.  
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Mr. Kearney asks if the curve in the street affects the placement of the house on the property. 
Ms. Simpson explained that staff does not feel the curve in the street does impacts the way the 
home is positioned. Mr. Dabareiner clarified that this house is situated in the straight section 
between two reverse curves of the road and is very close to rectangular. He explained if there 
was an impact it is maybe a couple feet, not significant enough to create this variance. Mr. 
Butts asked if the variance would allow the petitioner to then build on the footprint in the 
future or if they would be limited to only screening in the structure. Mr. Dabareiner explained 
that it would give them permission to expand it as a fully enclosed room and that we cannot 
put conditions on the variance. Ms. Simpson explained the variance stays with the property 
and not the property owner.  
 
Mr. Kearney asked the petitioner’s intentions to enclose the structure. Mr. Wetzel thanked the 
Zoning Board of Appeals for taking their roles seriously and asking clear questions. Mr. 
Wetzel stated he did not believe someone would be able to enclose the porch in the future. 
Mr. Wetzel stated he feels this is an unusual circumstance and the petitioner has made an 
effort to reduce the size of the variation. Mr. Wetzel explained there is no opposition from the 
neighbors and encouraged the Board to recognize the peculiar circumstances of the property.  
  
There was brief discussion regarding the need for a motion to vote on the amended petition. It 
was determined that the amendment to the petition was made by the petitioner and a formal 
motion was not necessary. Mr. Kearney stated his understanding was that a roof and floor are 
permitted but walls are not allowed. Mr. Kearney also asked if it is possible to add a condition 
to the variance. Mr. Dabareiner explained the difficultly to enforce added conditions. There 
was brief discussion about the size of the room and what would be considered a habitable 
space. Other addition possibilities were discussed. Ms. Simpson explained seven feet is a 
minimum width necessary to be considered a habitable space by the building code.  
 
Mr. Wetzel reinforced that he feels this is an appropriate circumstance for a variable and that 
it would be a hardship to not allow the petitioner to construct the room.  
  
The Variance request for the amended petition of a five foot variance was denied with the 
following votes recorded: Mr. Brown—no; Mr. Bullington—no; Mr. Butts—no; Mr. 
Kearney—yes; Mr. Simeone—no; Chairman Briggs—yes.  
  
OTHER BUSINESS: 
 
NEW BUSINESS: 
Chairman Briggs asked for nominations for a new chair. Mr. Simeone announced he will not 
be reapplying to serve after his term expires in April. Mr. Butts nominated Mr. Bullington and 
the nomination was seconded by Mr. Brown. Mr. Kearney motioned to nominate Mr. Brown 
and the nomination was seconded by Mr. Butts. Both parties accepted the nomination. Mr. 
Bullington was elected chair with the following votes recorded: Mr. Brown—Mr. Bullington; 
Mr. Bullington—Mr. Bullington; Mr. Butts—Mr. Bullington; Mr. Kearney—Mr. Brown; Mr. 
Simeone—abstain; Chairman Briggs—Mr. Bullington.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:13 PM.  
 
Respectfully submitted  
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Katie Simpson, City Planner 
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  Agenda Item A 
SP-03-17 

603 Seminary Ave 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 
REPORT FOR THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

MARCH 15, 2017 
 

CASE NUMBER: SUBJECT: TYPE: SUBMITTED BY: 
 

SP-03-17 
 

603 Seminary Ave Special Use Katie Simpson, 
City Planner 

 
PETITIONER’S 
REQUEST: 

A special use permit to allow a duplex in the R-1C, Single Family 
Residential District. 

 

STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff determines the petition meets the Zoning Ordinance’s 
standards required to allow a special use for duplexes (4.10-3).   
Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals pass a motion 
providing Council with a recommendation to approve a special use 
permit for a duplex in the R-1C District at 603 Seminary Ave.  

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Location Map of Subject Property  N ∆ 
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  Agenda Item A 
SP-03-17 

603 Seminary Ave 
NOTICE 
The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural requirements and 
public notice was published in The Pantagraph on February 27, 2017. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Owner and Applicant: Gerard Berthel and Karen Kinsella 
 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Legal description  
WALNUT HILL LOT 9 BLK 10 
 
Existing Zoning: R-1C, Single Family Residential District  
Existing Land Use: Formerly used as 3 apartments but destroyed by a fire 
Property Size:  Approximately 7,450 square feet (50’ X 149’) 
PIN:   14-33-308-007 
 
Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
Zoning       Land Uses 
North: R-1C, Single family residential district North: Single/two family home(s) 
South: R-1C, Single family residential district South: Single/two family home(s) 
South: M-1, Restricted manufacturing district South: Social Club/Lodge 
East: R-1C, Single family residential district East: Single/two family home(s)  
West: R-1C, Single family residential district West:  Single/two family home(s) 
West: M-1, Restricted manufacturing district  West: Railroad tracks/ train depot  
 
Analysis 
Submittals 
This report is based on the following documents, which are on file with the Community 
Development Department: 

1. Application for Special Use 
2. Site Plan 
3. Aerial photographs 
4. Site visit 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Picture of Subject Property  2 
 



  Agenda Item A 
SP-03-17 

603 Seminary Ave 
Background 
The subject site is commonly known as 603 Seminary Street located east of the railroad tracks, 
west of N. Oak Street, north of Seminary Ave and south of W. Emerson Street. The 
neighborhood was established in 1887. It consists of single family homes. Duplexes are also 
found in the neighborhood.  The parcel is approximately 7,450 square feet and was previously 
used as a three unit apartment building. In January 2017, the building was destroyed by a fire. 
The petitioner would like to rebuild and improve the subject property with a duplex. The R-1C 
district contemplates a higher density of single family homes and allows for duplexes with a 
special use permit. In addition to the bulk requirements of Chapter 44, a special use permit for a 
duplex has the following specific standards identified in Section 44.10-4: 
 

1). Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 square feet 
2). Minimum Lot Width: Seventy (70) feet 
3). Maximum Height: Thirty five (35) feet or two (2) stories, whichever is less 
4) Additional parking requirements: Two (2) parking spaces for each dwelling unit. 

 
Project Description:  
The petitioner proposes to construct a two-story duplex, approximately 1008 sq ft per floor. 
According to the site plan, the proposed duplex will comply with the twenty five (25) foot front 
and rear yard setbacks in the R-1C district and the six (6) foot side yard setbacks. Additionally, 
in the rear of the property, there is a concrete parking pad, approximately 45’ X 35’, and 
additional space for parking four vehicles. The zoning code allows parking in the rear yard.  
 
Link to Comprehensive Plan: Goal H-1. Ensure the availability of safe, attractive and high 
quality housing stock to meet the needs of all current and future residents of Bloomington. The 
special use permit promotes housing options for residents.  
 
Goal H-2. Ensure reinvestment in the established older neighborhoods and compact development 
of the City. The special use permit encourages new construction in an older part of the city which 
will add to the beautification of the area.  
 
Action by the Zoning Board of Appeals  
For each special use application the Zoning Board of Appeals shall report to the Council its 
findings of fact and recommendations, including stipulations of additional conditions and 
guarantees, when they are deemed necessary for the protection of the public interest or to meet 
the standards as specified herein.   
 
No special use application shall be recommended by the Zoning Board of Appeals for approval 
unless such Board shall find:  
 

1. That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special use will not be 
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort or general welfare; the 
special use permit encourages the construction of a two unit building, which is less dense 
than the three unit building that previously existed. Additionally, the new construction 
will provide housing options that comply with the building and zoning codes geared at 
protecting the health and welfare of residents, and that contribute to the overall quality of 
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  Agenda Item A 
SP-03-17 

603 Seminary Ave 
the neighborhood. Other duplexes are found nearby therefore the development is 
consistent and the property complies with off-street parking requirements which will 
reduce on-street congestion. The standard is met.    
 

2. That the special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property 
in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted, nor substantially 
diminish and impair property values within the neighborhood; the special use permit 
is consistent with patterns of neighborhood development. The duplex will comply with 
required setbacks and heights protecting the neighboring properties by allowing adequate 
green space and separation and maintaining a consistent building mass for the 
neighborhood. Parking will be provided on-site and in the rear of the property. The 
standard is met.  
  

3. That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly 
development and improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in 
the zoning district; duplexes exist in the neighborhood. The special use permit is 
consistent with other patterns of development. The proposed duplex is consistent with the 
mass of neighboring single-family and two-family homes. The standard is met.  
 

4. That the adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have 
been or will be provided; the property was improved with apartments. Utilities, access 
and roads are adequate. The new building will be constructed in the footprint of the 
former building. The construction will be required to comply with drainage requirements 
from the city’s Engineering Department. The standard is met.  
 

5. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so 
designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets; Ingress and egress are 
provided in the rear of the property through an alley, as per the design of the 
neighborhood. Off street parking will be provided which should reduce congestion on the 
public streets. The standard is met.  
 

6. That the special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations 
of the district in which it is located, except as such regulations may be modified by 
the Council pursuant to the recommendations of the Zoning Board of Appeals. The 
proposed duplex meets the requirements explained in section 44.10-3. Section 44.10-4 
requires a minimum lot width of seventy (70) feet and a minimum lot area of 10,000 sq 
ft. The petitioner is seeking variances from these requirements. If the variances are 
granted, the standard is met.  
 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff finds that the petition has met the Zoning Ordinance’s standards required to allow a special 
use for duplexes.  Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals provide Council with a 
recommendation to approve a special use petition for a duplex in the R-1C district at 603 
Seminary Ave, Case SP-03-17. 
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  Agenda Item A 
SP-03-17 

603 Seminary Ave 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Katie Simpson 
City Planner 
 
 
 
Attachments: 

• Draft Ordinance 
• Exhibit A-Legal Description 
• Petition for a Special Use Permit 
• Site Plan 
• Aerial Map 
• Zoning Map 
• Newspaper Notice and Neighborhood Notice w/Map 
• Notification Mailing List  
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ORDINANCE NO. __________ 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR A 

DUPLEX in the R-1C DISTRICT 

FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT: 603 Seminary Ave 

WHEREAS, there was heretofore filed with the City Clerk of the City of Bloomington, 
McLean County, Illinois, a petition requesting a Special Use Permit for a Duplex in the R-
1C District for certain premises hereinafter described in Exhibit(s) A; and 

WHEREAS, the Bloomington Board of Zoning Appeals, after proper notice was given, 
conducted a public hearing on said petition; and 

WHEREAS, the Bloomington Board of Zoning Appeals, after said public hearing made 
findings of fact that such Special Use Permit would comply with the standards and 
conditions for granting such special permitted use for said premises as required by Chapter 
44, Section 44.10-3C of the Bloomington, City Code, 1960; and 

WHEREAS the City Council of the City of Bloomington has the power to pass this 
Ordinance and grant this special use permit. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Bloomington, 
McLean County, Illinois: 

1. That the Special Use Permit for a duplex on the premises hereinafter
described in Exhibit(s) A shall be and the same is hereby approved.

2. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage and approval.

PASSED this ______ day of ____________, 20____. 

APPROVED this ______ day of ____________, 20____. 

________________________ 
Tari Renner, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

_____________________________ ________________________ 
Cherry Lawson, City Clerk  Jeff Jurgens, Corporate Counsel 

DRAFT



Exhibit A 
“Legal Description for 603 W. Seminary Ave” 

WALNUT HILL LOT 9 BLK 10 











Notes

1,1281:

By using any McGIS products or services, you indicate your acceptance of the Licensing Agreement: http://www.McGIS.org/License0.00 Miles0.02

 Printed: 3/6/2017 1:55:04 PM

Aerial view of 603 W Seminary Ave

http://www.McGIS.org/disclaimer


Notes

2,2571:

By using any McGIS products or services, you indicate your acceptance of the Licensing Agreement: http://www.McGIS.org/License0.10 Miles0.04

 Printed: 3/6/2017 2:05:26 PM

Zoning map for 603 W Seminary Ave

http://www.McGIS.org/disclaimer


ksimpson
Rectangle

ksimpson
Rectangle



Department of Community Development 
115 E Washington St, Ste 201 
Bloomington IL  61701 

February 16, 2017 

Dear Property Owner or Resident: 

The Zoning Board of Appeals will hold a public hearing on Wednesday March 15, 2017 at 4:00 

PM in the Council Chambers, 109 E. Olive Street, Bloomington, Illinois to hear testimony on 

petitions submitted by Gerard Berthel and Karen Kinsella, requesting the following approvals for 

the property at 603 Seminary Street: 1) a Special Use Permit to allow a duplex in the R-1C, 

Single Family Residence District; 2) a Variance to allow a lot width of 50 ft in lieu of the 70 ft 

minimum (44.10-4); and 3) a Variance to allow a lot area of 7400 sq ft in lieu of the required 

10,000 sq ft (44.10-4). All interested persons may present their views upon such matters 

pertaining thereto at the public hearing. The petitioner or his/her Counsel/Agent must attend the 

meeting. A legal description of the subject property is attached to this letter.  

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Walnut Hill, Lot 9 Block 10.  PIN: 14-33-308-007 

You are receiving this courtesy notification since you own property within a 500 foot radius of the 

land described above (refer to attached map). All interested persons may present their views upon 

matters pertaining to the requested special use during the public hearing. Communications in 

writing in relation thereto may be filed with the Department of Community Development, or at 

such hearing. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and other applicable federal 

and state laws, the hearing will be accessible to individuals with disabilities.  Persons requiring 

auxiliary aids and services should contact the City Clerk at (309) 434-2240, preferably no later 

than five days before the hearing. 

Please note that cases are sometimes continued or postponed for various reasons (i.e lack of 

quorum, additional time needed, etc.). The date and circumstance of the continued or postponed 

hearing will be announced at the regularly scheduled meeting.  

The agenda and packet for the hearing will be available prior to the hearing on the City of 

Bloomington website at www.cityblm.org. If you desire more information regarding the 

proposed petition or have any questions you may email me at ksimpson@cityblm.org or call me 

at (309) 434-2226.  

Sincerely, 

Katie Simpson 

City Planner 

Attachments: 

Map of notified properties within 500 ft of subject property 

http://www.cityblm.org/
mailto:ksimpson@cityblm.org


Notes

4,5141:

By using any McGIS products or services, you indicate your acceptance of the Licensing Agreement: http://www.McGIS.org/License0.10 Miles0.07

 Printed: 2/16/2017 3:39:23 PM

Public Hearing for a Special Use Permit to allow a Duplex at 603 Seminary Street

Zoning Board of Appeals
Wednesday , March 15, 2017
109 E Olive Street
Bloomignton IL 61701

http://www.McGIS.org/disclaimer








  Agenda Item B 
Z-04-17 

603 Seminary Ave 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 
REPORT FOR THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

MARCH 15, 2017 
 

CASE NUMBER: SUBJECT: TYPE: SUBMITTED BY: 
 

Z-04-17 
 

603 Seminary Ave Variance Katie Simpson, 
City Planner 

 
PETITIONER’S REQUEST: 

Section of Code: 44.10-4 Special Use Requirements 
Type of Variance Request Required Variation 

Min. Lot Width 50 ft 70 ft 20 ft decrease 
 
Section of Code: 44.10-4 Special Use Requirements 

Type of Variance Request Required Variation 
Min. Lot Area 7450 sq ft 10,000 sq ft 2550 sq ft decrease 

 

STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff determines the petition meets the Zoning Ordinance’s 
standards required to grant a variance (4.13-3).   
Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals approve two 
variances for 603 Seminary Ave to allow 1). a minimum lot width of 
50ft in lieu of 70ft for a duplex in the R-1C district, and; 2) a 
minimum lot area of 7450 sq ft in lieu of 10,000 sq ft for a duplex in 
the R-1C district. 
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  Agenda Item B 
Z-04-17 

603 Seminary Ave 
 
 
 
NOTICE 
The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural requirements and 
public notice was published in The Pantagraph on February 27, 2017. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Owner and Applicant: Gerard Berthel and Karen Kinsella 
 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Legal description  
WALNUT HILL LOT 9 BLK 10 
 
Existing Zoning: R-1C, Single Family Residential District  
Existing Land Use: Formerly used as 3 apartments but destroyed by a fire 
Property Size:  Approximately 7,400 square feet (50’ X 149’) 
PIN:   14-33-308-007 
 
Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
Zoning       Land Uses 
North: R-1C, Single family residential district North: Single/two family home(s) 
South: R-1C, Single family residential district South: Single/two family home(s) 
South: M-1, Restricted manufacturing district South: Social Club/Lodge 
East: R-1C, Single family residential district East: Single/two family home(s)  
West: R-1C, Single family residential district West:  Single/two family home(s) 
West: M-1, Restricted manufacturing district  West: Railroad tracks/ train depot  
 
Analysis 
Submittals 
This report is based on the following documents, which are on file with the Community 
Development Department: 

1. Application for Special Use 
2. Site Plan 
3. Aerial photographs 
4. Site visit 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Pictured:  
Plat of Subject 
Property   
 
Lot 9 
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Background 
The subject site is commonly known as 603 Seminary Street located east of the railroad tracks, 
west of N. Oak Street, north of Seminary Ave and south of W. Emerson Street. The 
neighborhood was platted in 1887. The neighborhood consists primarily of single family homes 
but some duplexes also exist in the area.  
 
The parcel is approximately 7,450 square feet and was previously used as a three unit apartment 
building. In January 2017, the building was destroyed by a fire. The petitioner would like to 
rebuild and improve the subject property with a duplex. The R-1C district contemplates a higher 
density of single family homes and allows for duplexes with a special use permit. In addition to 
the bulk requirements of Chapter 44, a special use permit for a duplex has the following specific 
standards identified in Section 44.10-4: 
 

1). Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 square feet 
2). Minimum Lot Width: Seventy (70) feet 
3). Maximum Height: Thirty five (35) feet or two (2) stories, whichever is less 
4) Additional parking requirements: Two (2) parking spaces for each dwelling unit. 

 
The minimum lot area and width requirements are intended to maintain the 6 dwelling units/acre 
density of the R-1C district.  
 
Project Description:  
The petitioner proposes to construct a two-story duplex, approximately 1008 sq ft per floor. 
According to the site plan, the proposed duplex will comply with the twenty five (25) foot front 
and rear yard setbacks in the R-1C district and the six (6) foot side yard setbacks. Additionally, 
in the rear of the property, there is a concrete parking pad, approximately 45’ X 35’, and 
additional space for parking four vehicles. The zoning code allows parking in the rear yard. The 
additional requirements for a special use permit have established minimum lot area and widths, 
the property does not comply with these minimums.  
 
The following is a summary of the requested variations: 
Applicable Code Sections:  
Section of Code: 44.10-4 Special Use Requirements 

Type of Variance Request Required Variation 
Min. Lot Width 50 ft 70 ft 20 ft decrease 

 
Section of Code: 44.10-4 Special Use Requirements 

Type of Variance Request Required Variation 
Min. Lot Area 7450 sq ft 10,000 sq ft 2550 sq ft decrease 

 
Analysis 
Variations from Zoning Ordinance 
The petitioner would like to build a two-story duplex and is seeking a special use permit.  
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The existing lot meets the minimum lot width and area required in the R-1C District of 50ft and 
6,600 sq ft, respectively.  However, the lot does not meet the additional requirements of 44.10-4.  
 
The code’s requirement of 10,000 sq ft and 70ft width is intended to protect the six dwelling unit 
per acre density of the R-1C district. This minimum width and minimum area are consistent with 
the bulk requirements of the R-1B, medium density single family home zoning district, which 
has a density of four dwelling units per acre.  
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals may grant variances only in specific instances where there would 
be practical difficulties or particular hardships in carrying out strict adherence to the Code. 
Staff’s findings of fact are presented below. It is incumbent on each Zoning Board of Appeals 
member to interpret and judge the case based on the evidence presented and each of the Findings 
of Fact. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
The petitioner has outlined the request for variation in the attached narrative and drawings.  The 
Zoning Ordinance requires that the petition meet the findings of fact as outlined below.  
 
That the property has physical characteristics that pose unreasonable challenges which 
make strict adherence to the Code difficult; and the property was platted in 1887 and 
developed at the beginning of the 20th century. The lot was designed to be 50ft wide and 148.51 
feet deep. This neighborhood was created for higher density development and includes a number 
of two-family homes originally constructed on the 50’X149’ lots. The surrounding area is 
already developed and acquiring additional land is not an option. In this situation, the 
combination of the size of the lot, the year the neighborhood was established, and the developed, 
surrounding area creates a physical hardship which makes strict adherence to the code 
unreasonable. The standard is met.   
 
That the variances would be the minimum action necessary to afford relief to the applicant; 
and the surrounding area is already developed and acquiring additional land to expand the size 
of the lot is not an option. The variance would be the minimum action necessary to afford relief, 
the proposed duplex complies with the other requirements of the R-1C district and would be 
compatible in mass and height to the other homes in the area. The standard is met.  

 
That the special conditions and circumstances were not created by any action of the 
applicant; and the neighborhood was established over a century ago with 50 foot wide lots. The 
lot size has not changed since it was platted and since the area was developed. The circumstances 
were not created by the petitioner. The proposed duplex complies with all other requirements of 
the code. The standard is met.     
 
That granting the variation request will not give the applicant any special privilege that is 
denied to others by the Code; and the neighborhood was planned in 1887 with lots 50 feet by 
148.51 feet. This area was zoned R-2 (two family homes) in 1955, other duplexes exist in the 
neighborhood on lots that do not meet the minimum requirements of Section 44.10-4. These 
duplexes are consistent in mass and height with the surrounding single family homes. The 
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proposed duplex would also be consistent in mass and height. The variance will not award a 
special privilege to the applicant. The standard is met.    
 
That the granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare, alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood, nor unreasonably impair the use of development 
of adjoining properties. The property had existed as a three unit apartment, the proposed duplex 
reduces the density of the neighborhood. In 1955, this area was zoned for two family dwelling 
units. In 1955, this area was zoned for two family dwelling units which would have allowed the 
establishment of duplexes on the existing lot sizes. The proposed duplex will blend with the 
single family and two family homes because it will be similar in mass and height and should help 
to maintain the original character of the neighborhood. Additionally, the proposed duplex 
complies with the parking and setback requirements which contribute to decreased on-site 
congestion and does not impair the development of adjoining properties. The standard is met.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals approve two variances for 603 Seminary Ave to 
allow 1). a minimum lot width of 50ft in lieu of 70ft for a duplex in the R-1C district, and; 2) a 
minimum lot area of 7450 sq ft in lieu of 10,000 sq ft for a duplex in the R-1C district. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Katie Simpson 
City Planner 
 
Attachments: 

• Variance Application 
• Petitioner Statement of Findings of Fact  
• Site Plan 
• Aerial Map (see attachment from agenda item A) 
• Zoning Map (see attachment from agenda item A) 
• Newspaper notice and neighborhood notice (see attachment from agenda item A) 
• List of notified property owners (see attachment from agenda item A) 
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