
1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. PUBLIC COMMENT

This meeting is being held virtually via live stream. Public comment will be accepted up until 15 minutes
before the start of the meeting. Written public comment must be emailed to publiccomment@cityblm.org
and those wishing to speak live must register at https://www.cityblm.org/register prior to the meeting.

4. MINUTES Consideration, review and approval of minutes from the meeting on May 20, 2020 meeting.

5. REGULAR AGENDA

Note, due to COVID-19 social distancing considerations, this meeting is held virtually. Those wishing to
testify or comment remotely regarding a public hearing listed below must register at
https://www.cityblm.org/register at least 15 minutes prior to the start of the meeting.

A. SP-03-20 Public hearing, review and action on a petition for a special use permit submitted by Marsha 
K Wallace to allow chicken-keeping, up to 4 chickens, in the R-1C District at 1610 N Lee 
Street, Bloomington IL 61701 (Ward 7). 

B. Z-07-20 Public hearing, review and action on an application for variances submitted by Robert 
Hernandez to 1) expand a nonconforming structure and 2) decrease the required side yard 
setback from 6’ to 1.5’, a 4.5’ decrease, to allow for a porch/addition at 1314 W Locust 
Street, Bloomington IL 61701 (Ward 7).  

C. Z-08-20 Public hearing, review and action on an application for a variance submitted by Chris and 
Andrea Goins to locate an above ground pool seven feet from the primary structure rather 
than ten feet located at 2 Greythorne Circle, Bloomington, IL 61701. (Ward 3) 

D. Z-09-20 Public hearing, review and action on an application for two variances submitted by Richard 
Gray to rebuild an accessory structure in the same location as the existing structure, in the 
side yard and closer than 10’ to the principal structure at 1210 S. Mason St., Bloomington, 
IL 61701. 

AGENDA 

BLOOMINGTON ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

REGULAR MEETING  

109 EAST OLIVE ST. 

 BLOOMINGTON, IL 61701 

WEDNESDAY, June 17, 2020 at 4:00 P.M. 

THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD VIRTUALLY. 

LIVE STREAM AVAILABLE AT:  

www.cityblm.org/live 

https://www.cityblm.org/register
https://www.cityblm.org/register


 

 

E. Z-10-20 Public hearing, review and action on an application submitted by Bobbie Amburgey for a 
fence variance to increase the allowed height by two feet in the front yard located at 1502 
W. Chestnut Street. (Ward 7) 

  

6. OTHER BUSINESS 

7.  NEW BUSINESS 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
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Draft 
MINUTES 

BLOOMINGTON ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
REGULAR MEETING - 4:00 P.M. 

WEDNESDAY, May 20, 2020 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 

109 EAST OLIVE STREET 
BLOOMINGTON, ILLINOIS 

THE MEETING WAS LIVE STREAMED VIRTUALLY AT 
WWW.CITYBLM.ORG/LIVE 

Members present: Mr. Terry Ballantini, Mr. Michael McFarland, Mr. Michael Rivera Jr., Mr. 
Michael Straza, Mr. Tyler Noonan, and Chairperson Victoria Harris.  

Members absent: none 

Also present:  Mr. George Boyle, Assistant Corporation Counsel  
Mr. Bob Mahrt, Community Development Director 
Mr. Craig McBeth, City of Bloomington Information Services 
Ms. Katie Simpson, City Planner 
Ms. Casey Weeks, Assistant City Planner  

Chairperson Harris called the meeting to order at 4:03 p.m. Mr. Boyle explained the meeting 
was being held virtually via live stream due to Gubernatorial Executive Order extending 
certain sections of the Open Meetings Act during the COVID-19 pandemic to allow remote 
participation in meetings. He explained the instructions for participating in the meeting, 
meeting rules, and outlined the notification procedures taken by the city. Mr. Mahrt called 
the roll; with six members present, the Zoning Board of Appeals established a quorum.  

PUBLIC COMMENT 

This meeting was held virtually via live stream. Public comment was accepted up until 15 minutes 
before the start of the meeting. Written public comment could have been emailed to 
publiccomment@cityblm.org and those wishing to speak Live must register at 
https://www.cityblm.org/register. No one registered to speak for public comment, and no one 
submitted emailed public comment prior to the start of the meeting. No one attended the meeting in 
person to provide public comment.  

MINUTES: The board reviewed and approved the minutes from the regular meeting on April 15, 
2020. Moved by Mr. Rivera and seconded by Mr. Straza, the minutes were approved by voice vote 6-
0.   

REGULAR AGENDA: Those who wished to testify or comment remotely regarding a public hearing 
listed on the regular agenda must have registered at https://www.cityblm.org/register prior to the 
meeting. City Hall was open for testimony or comments to be made in-person. Note that, due to 
COVID-19 social distancing considerations, a maximum of 10 persons were allowed in City Hall at 
one time. 
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A. SP-02-20 Public hearing, review and action on a petition for a special use permit 
submitted by Eastview Christian Church to allow for the expansion of a place of 
worship in the R-1C, Single Family Residential District, for the property located at 
401 W. Union Street Bloomington IL 61701 (Ward 7). Continued from April 15, 2020 
regular meeting.  

Speaking in favor of the petition: Tyler Hari—Petitioner, Mark Zimmerman, 
Michael Jones, Kevin Butler, Facilities Eastview; Barry Riley, District 87; David 
Taylor, United Way; Tara Ingham, Midwest Food Bank 

Mr. Tyler Hari representing Eastview Church. Two members will be recusing themselves from the 
first two agenda items. Mr. Ballantini and Mr. McFarland are recusing themselves from voting. Mr. 
Ballantini will be recusing himself because he lives adjacent to the church and will be speaking as a 
witness. Mr. McFarland is a member of the church and is recusing himself. Mr. Tyler Hari is the 
Executive Pastor of Eastview Christian Church and was sworn in to make a statement regarding the 
project. He has been a long-time member of the community. About three years ago they set to explore 
a community center. Shelley Bower approached the church in 2018 about the facility and resources 
required to keep it up. We purchased the property in May of 2018 in order to maintain the community 
center. A house at 1301 N. Lee St. was vacant and taken down to expand the parking lot. In order to 
serve more people in an organized manner. We want to put more resources in the community center. 
Our desire is to launch a program in the fall with and afterschool program, and mentoring program, 
and provide food for families 80-100 families per week, counseling services. Community nights to 
bring residents together for grilling and conversation. Bloomington campus has provided 1,800 food 
boxes to families, and 3,200 first responders meals. We feel passionately about the project because we 
want to be good neighbors and be better neighbors by getting cars off the street. The plan includes 
landscaping and we would like to include a basketball hoop on the lot.   

Six people have registered to speak in advance. Mr. Barry Riley, superintendent of schools, spoke in 
favor of the expansion of a special use. Mr. Riley noted that community center serves both adults and 
children, and since the outbreak of Covid19, the Center has taken on a larger role in serving the 
community.  

Mr. David Taylor, president and CEO of the Unite Way of McLean County was the next witness to 
address the board in favor of the expansion. Mr. Taylor said the role that Eastview had undertaken in 
serving the community increased dramatically since the advent of Covid19, and their campus was 
critical in allowing them to partner with other agencies and offer that increased support to residents in 
need. 

Mr. Kevin Butler, building director of Eastview Christian Church, spoke in support of the project. Mr. 
Butler said that they had given much consideration to the design of the parking area, of the aesthetics 
of the campus, and was confident that the project would prove to be a benefit to the area. Chairperson 
Harris asked if Mr. Butler anticipated more traffic that would require more parking spaces? Mr. Butler 
replied that they were always hoping for more traffic from the community, and that they were being 
proactive in trying generate more traffic coming in to the Eastview campus. Mr. Butler went on to say 
that the main goal of the parking lot project was to aid the surrounding neighborhood by getting more 
cars from the church off the street.  

Mr. Tyler Hari requested to make a comment. Mr. Hari said that Mr. Zimmerman and Mr. Butler had 
called into the meeting to be available to answer any questions that may have arisen during testimony, 
he had not planned for them to testify before the board. 
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Mr. Michael Jones, president for Western Ave. Community Center testified in support of the project. 
Western Avenue Community Center has been working with Eastview since they moved to the area in 
2018, and Mr. Jones said he has witnessed the investment Eastview has made to their facilities. Mr. 
Jones said he thought it was a benefit for the neighborhood to be able to get cars off the streets by 
expanding the parking lot. He also noted Eastview’s growing commitment to the community in the 
face of the need created by Covid19.  

Next to address the board was Ms. Tara Ingham, executive director of the Midwest Foodbank, located 
in Normal. Ms. Ingham offered her support to the project. She noted that Midwest Foodbank worked 
extensively with Eastview, which operates one of the largest food pantries in McLean County. Ms 
Ingham cited several projects that Eastview had undertaken with Midwest Foodbank as evidence of 
their commitment to the community. She offered her support for their project, since it would allow 
them to serve even more people.   

Ms. Casey Weeks, Assistant City Planner, gave a staff report recommending the Zoning Board’s 
approval of the project.  

Mr. Terry Ballantini, an adjacent property owner to the Eastview Campus addressed the board with 
questions and concerns regarding the project Mr. Ballantini owns the residence directly north of the 
Eastview Campus, across from the alleyway. Mr. Ballantini has two parking spaces on his property 
that accessed via the alley. Mr. Ballantini outlined his difficulties with Eastview’s current use of the 
alleyway to distribute food from food pantry. The current traffic, both vehicular and pedestrian, has 
made it difficult at times for Mr. Ballantini to access the alleyway to reach his property, or to leave his 
property via the alleyway. There were a number of photos he provided to illustrate the issue. Mr. 
Ballantini hoped the new design would allow Eastview to keep the traffic generated by the food pantry 
on their parking lot and not utilize the alleyway.  

Mr. Tyler Hari addressed Mr. Ballantini’s concerns. He offered his commitment to address the issues 
directly Mr. Ballantini again asked if the plan would allow Eastview to keep the traffic generated by 
the food pantry on their property, or they still intended to use the alleyway. Mr. Hari responded that 
the new design would utilize the parking lot, but that the current design was a result of the changes that 
had to be made to address concerning with COVID19. Mr. Herring said that the church also could add 
signage and manage traffic from Sunday services in a way that would lessen the use of the alleyway. 
Mr. Ballantini said that his main issues were with church personnel using the alleyway to park their 
vehicles, thus restricting his access, and the use of the alleyway by residents using the food pantry. He 
said he hoped the food pantry could utilize the new parking area and keep the alleyway free of 
additional traffic.  

Mr. Kevin Butler noted that the use of the alleyway had only begun since the changes due to COVID19 
and was the result of inclement weather during the times the food pantry was in operation. Mr. Butler 
said that the new design could accommodate changes to address Mr. Ballantini’s concerns, and that 
they were getting the word out to not use the alley and offered to pay for signage that limited parking 
in the alleyway. Mr. Ballantini again asked that as part of the approval for the plan, that Eastview make 
commitment to not regularly use the alleyway for deliveries to or service from the Food Pantry.  

Assistant Corporation Counsel Mr. George Boyle noted that in the staff report that there was a 
provision from the City of Bloomington’s Ordinances that required that parking for non-residential 
uses in a residential district be located on the same parcel as the use. Mr. Boyle said that he understood 
that the petitioner had agreed to address this by creating the parking lot. Mr. Boyle asked Mr. 
Ballantini, that if he were asking for a specific condition for the Zoning Board to approve this use, that 
Mr. Ballantini be specific as to what was.  



DRAFT 
MEETING MINUTES 

BLOOMINGTON ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
MAY 20, 2020 

Page | 4 
 

City Planner Katie Simpson addressed Mr. Boyle’s Comments. She said the reason the Special Use is 
necessary is because right now the Code requires parking for all non-residential uses in a residential 
area to be on the same property. Currently, Eastview is on separate properties. They are planning on 
expanding the parking, which requires expanding the special use. The parking is serving the church, 
so it would be on the same property. The phased project involves vacating the North/South alley, which 
will be considered and acted on by City Council on May 26. That is a separate process, but it is part of 
the project. The Special Use would allow the church to expand their parking lot and consolidate their 
existing parking lot with the three residential lots on the west side of the property.  

Mr. Ballantini said that vacating the North/South alley on the church’s property would add to the 
current traffic issues and asked that the church find a way to keep the food pantry traffic on their 
property. Ms. Simpson presented the Board with the site plan to see the area being discussed, and said 
staff was available to answer any further questions they may have.  

Chairperson Harris asked Mr. Ballantini if he would like to write the stipulation that everything would 
be done on the parking lot and not in his driveway. Mr. Herring asked if there needed to be separate 
stipulation written? He noted that the staff at Eastview had already said that they would work with 
Ballantini to address the issues. Mr. Ballantini responded by saying that agreeing to stipulation seemed 
to be a simple way to address his concerns. Mr. Boyle said it was possible to add conditions to the 
recommendation, and it was possible to ask the Board to do that. Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Ballantini if 
that was what he was requesting, so the Board could act on it. Mr Boyle also asked Mr. Ballantini to 
be specific about the condition for approval of the Special Use that he was asking the Board to consider, 
so the Board could consider adding it, and the applicant could agree to accept it.  

Mr Ballantini asked that a stipulation be made that any activity from the Eastview Church takes place 
on their property, as stated earlier in the presentation and not in the alleyway. Chairperson Harris 
summarized the stipulation as all activity takes place on their property and not in the alleyway. 
Chairperson Harris asked the Board if they would like to add that condition. Mr. Boyle addressed the 
Board to point out that there might only be part of the use of the alleyway that the church could control. 
Chairman Harris then asked the Board to consider the stipulation being only on the parts of the traffic 
that the church could control. Chairman Harris asked if the provision could be stated as having the 
church restrict the traffic on all operations that they control on their property. Mr. Ballantini agreed to 
that wording.  

Chairman Harris asked the Board for a vote on whether they would like to add that condition to the 
proposal. Mr. Boyle asked if the Board had any questions for the witnesses or asked the applicant if 
they wished to address the Board regarding the condition. Mr. Hari asked that Mr. Mark Zimmerman 
be allowed to address the Board. Mr. Zimmerman, the Chair of finance for Eastview Church, said he 
was concerned that the stipulation is asking them to relinquish their rights to ingress and egress to their 
own property.  

Chairperson Harris asked Mr. Ballantini to affirm that he was asking to prevent parking in the alleyway, 
and not simply the use of the alleyway by the applicant. Mr. Ballantini said that what he was really 
asking for was the alleyway to stop being used as a drive through for the food pantry. He said he 
understood the alleyway could be used for things like deliveries, but he wanted the food pantry to be 
conducted on Eastview’s property. 

Mr. Zimmerman responded by saying that he understood Mr. Ballantini’s request but wanted to make 
sure it was clarified. Mr. Herring said that he wanted to make clear that the alleyway could still be used 
by the church for things like deliveries. Mr. Ballantini responded by noting repeated issues with 
members of the church staff limiting his access to the parking spaces on his property. He noted that 
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removing the North/South alley could increase the problem. He said his issue was not using the alley 
for deliveries, it was using the alleyway to conduct the operation of the food pantry and parking by 
church staff.  

Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Ballantini if he could state the stipulation as the church act in such a manner that 
the church activities take place on church property. Mr. Boyle said it was necessary to make the 
distinction since the church could not control the general access to the alley and they have a right to 
use the alley. Mr. Ballantini agreed to the stipulation as stated by Mr. Boyle. Mr. Herring asked if that 
included deliveries as well. Mr. Boyle said he wanted to find common ground to address the issues. 
Mr. Ballantini said that deliveries were not a problem. The issues were the parking and the pick ups. 
Mr. Boyle said that they would add with the exception of deliveries that may result in the temporary 
use of the right of way. Mr. Ballantini agreed to that wording. Mr. Zimmerman said that wording would 
be acceptable. 

Chairman Harris asked if the stipulation could be stated as activities other than deliveries should not 
be taking place there. Mr. Boyle said it should be stated as church operations taking place on church 
property with the exception of deliveries. Mr. Boyle said he thought that was language that was 
acceptable to both parties. Mr. Ballantini and Mr. Zimmerman agreed that it was. 

Mr. Michael Rivera addressed the board regarding the stipulation. He noted that there were several 
residents who use the alley, and he wanted to make sure that it applied to all residents who use it. Mr. 
Boyle said the stipulation addresses the use of the applicant’s property, so it did take other residents 
into consideration. 

Mr. Boyle asked if there were any other witnesses that wished to comment. There were none. Chairman 
Harris closed the Hearing and asked the board to consider the matter. She asked for a vote on the staff’s 
findings with the stipulation as it was made. Mr. Boyle to have a vote on the findings of fact by staff.  

Mr. Noonan made a motion to accept the finding of fact as a group. Mr. Straza seconded the motion. 
A roll call vote was conducted. Mr. Straza, Mr. Rivera, Mr. Noonan, and Chairperson Harris all voted 
Yes. There were votes against the motion Mr. Boyles asked the board to entertain a vote on whether 
the stipulation would be added to the final vote for the Special Use. Mr. Noonan made the motion to 
vote on the addition of the stipulation. Mr. Straza seconded the motion. Mr. Boyle said it was his 
understanding that the stipulation would be that church operations would take place son church 
property with the exception of deliveries to the property. Mr. Mahrt asked if the motion read to approve 
the findings of fact with the stipulation that church operations take place on church property with the 
exception of deliveries. Mr. Boyle said they were just voting on the stipulation. Mr. Mahrt took a roll 
call vote. Mr. Straza - Yes, Mr. Rivera - Yes, Mr. Noonan - Yes, and Chairperson Harris – Yes (4-0-
0).  

Mr. Boyle said that next the Board needed to take a vote to make a positive recommendation to the 
City Council with the previously approved stipulation. Mr. Straza made a motion to vote. Mr. Noonan 
seconded the motion. Mr. Rivera- Yes, Mr. Noonan - Yes, Mr. Straza – Yes, and Chairperson Harris- 
Yes (4-0-0). 

B. Z-06-20 Public Hearing, review and action on an application for a variance submitted by 
Eastview Christian Church to reduce the amount of required parking for a place of worship 
located at 401 W. Union Street Bloomington IL 61701 from 69 parking spaces to 57 parking 
spaces, a 12-space reduction. (Ward 7). Continued from April 15, 2020 regular meeting 

Next Ms. Weeks gave the staff report for case Z-06-20, the variance for a reduction of 12 spaces for 
off street parking for Eastview Church. The application met all requirements for a variance, and the 
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staff recommendation was to allow for the variance. Mr. Boyle asked to give the applicants the chance 
to give testimony of the variance if they wished. Mr. Herring said the plan being considered was the 
long-term vision for the property, and they had no future development plans for the property. There 
were no residents present to speak against granting the variance.  

Chairperson Harris closed the Public Hearing and asked the Board to proceed with deliberation. Mr. 
Noonan made a motion to accept the findings of fact in total. Mr. Straza seconded the motion. A roll 
call vote was taken. Mr. Straza - Yes, Mr. Rivera - Yes, Mr. Noonan - Yes, and Chairman Harris - Yes 
(4-0-0).  

Mr. Straza made a motion to accept the variance. Mr. Noonan seconded the motion. A Roll Call vote 
was taken. Mr. Rivera - Yes, Mr. Straza - Yes, Mr. Noonan - Yes, Chairperson Harris - Yes (4-0-0). 

Chairperson Harris noted that both motions passed and closed Case Z-06-20. Chairperson Harris asked 
if there was any other business or new business for the board. At 5:29 Chairperson Harris asked for a 
motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Noonan made the motion. Chairperson Harris declared the meeting 
adjourned. 

OTHER BUSINESS: None 

NEW BUSINESS: None 

ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 5:29PM. 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
Casey Weeks 
Assistant City Planner 
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 

REPORT FOR THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
JUNE 17, 2020 

CASE NUMBER SUBJECT: TYPE SUBMITTED 
BY: 

SP-03-20 1610 N Lee St Special Use—Chicken 
Keeping in R-1C District 

Katie Simpson, 
City Planner 

PETITIONER’S REQUEST: 
Section of Code: 44.4-2 Residential Districts-Permitted and Special Uses and 44.10-11 Chicken 
Keeping Use Provisions  

Type Request Required Special Use 

Special Use permit Chicken 
Keeping Special use Allow chicken 

keeping 

Project Description The petitioner is seeking a Special Use to allow chicken keeping in 
the R-1C District for the property at 1610 N Lee Street. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff finds that the petition has met the Zoning Ordinance’s 
standards required to allow a special use.  Staff recommends 
approval of the requested special use for chicken keeping in the R-
1C District.  

1610 N Lee 
Street 



Agenda Item 5A 
SP-03-20 

1610 N Lee Street 
NOTICE 
The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural and public notice 
requirements. Notice was published in the Pantagraph on Monday, June 1, 2020 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Petitioner: Marsha K Wallace 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: WALNUT HILL ADDN S33' N71.4' LOT 1 & 2 BLK 3 

PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Existing Zoning: R-1C Single Family Residential District 
Existing Land Use: Single Family Home 
Property Size: 33 X 142 (4,686 square feet) 
PIN:  14-33-303-002 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
Zoning  Land Uses 
North: R-1B Single Family Residential District North: Single family home(s)  
North: R-1C Single Family Residential District North: Single family home(s) 
South: R-1C Single Family Residential District South: Single family home(s) 
East: R-1C Single Family Residential District East: Single family home(s) 
West: M-1 Restricted Manufacturing West: Railroad property/tracks 

Analysis 
Submittals 
This report is based on the following documents, which are on file with the Community 
Development Department: 

1. Application for a special use
2. Site Plan     Photo below: Subject property 
3. Aerial photographs
4. Site visit

BACKGROUND  
1610 N Lee Street, the subject property, is located south of 
W. Division Street, west of the Union Pacific Railroad 
Tracks, and west of N. Lee Street. The subject property is 
approximately 0.11 acres or 4,686 square feet. The property 
is a long, narrow, rectangular shape. It is zoned R-1C, Single 
Family Residential District and is improved with a single-
family home. The subject property is adjacent to other R-1C, 
single-family homes, but the property’s back yard abuts the 
railroad tracks.  

On March 11, 2019 the City of Bloomington adopted a 
zoning ordinance that allows for chicken-keeping on 
residential lots by way of a special use permit, as long as the 
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1610 N Lee Street 
chicken-keeping is incidental to a single-family or 
two-family dwelling. The applicant is requesting a 
special use permit to keep up to four chickens on 
this property. The ordinance requires all chicken 
coops to be setback a minimum of 10 feet on both 
the sides and the rear of the property. Chickens are 
required to have a covered enclosure and must 
either be kept within the covered enclosure or 
within a fenced area at all times. The ordinance 
prohibits the keeping of roosters and/or chickens for 
slaughter.  

Photo: Rear yard 1610 N Lee Street. 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The petitioner submitted a special use permit petition requesting a special use permit to allow 
chicken keeping.  The applicant is proposing to locate the coop 12 feet from the north side lot 
line, and 12 feet from the rear lot line. A fenced area provides room for the chickens to run. The 
application appears to meet the use provisions of Chapter 44 Division 10-11.  

Chapter 44 Division 10 in the Zoning Ordinance outlines the various standards that need to be 
met in order for chicken keeping to be allowed.  Below is a breakdown of the various standards. 

Division 10 Standards Request Met Not Met 
No chicken or roosters for 
slaughter 

None X 

 No roosters None X 
Enclosure or fence Fence and enclosure X 
Feed or other items protected Fenced or enclosed X 
No enclosure in front yard None X 

Enclosure 10’ from rear property 
line 

12’ X 

Enclosure 10’ from side property 
line 

12’ X 

Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan:  The Comprehensive Plan recommends creating 
more opportunities to promote local sourced food options. A Special Use Permit could contribute 
to the following goals:  

• Goal HL-5 Provide access to healthy foods and promote food security to build
community.

• HL-5.2 Facilitate local food processing and distribution.
• HL-5.2g Gather and distribute data on local food efforts in the community.
• Goal HL-5.3 Facilitate consumption of healthy, affordable, locally produces food for all

residents.
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Action by the Board of Zoning Appeals. 
For each special use application the Board of Zoning Appeals shall report to the Council its 
findings of fact and recommendations, including the 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 Board 
of Zoning 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
applicant complies with the use standards for chicken keeping outlined in 44.10-11. The
number of chickens is limited to a maximum of 4, and roosters are prohibited. Further, the
special use permit is subject to the expiration and revocation standards outline in 17-7 and
17-15. 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 proposed use is incidental to
the primary use of single family homes. No impairment of property values is expected.
Further, by complying with the standards in 44.10-11 negative impacts associated with noise,
smells, and pests are mitigated. 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; The chicken-keeping is accessory to the primary use of single-family home.
Normal and orderly development of the neighborhood should not be impacted by the special
use. The standard is met.

4. that adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or
will be provided; All structures are accessory to the primary structure which currently exists.
No new infrastructure is required, and the size of the accessory structure is regulated by the
city’s accessory structure ordinance and building codes. 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; The special use will not
generate additional traffic. 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 Board of Zoning Appeals. (Ordinance
No. 2006-137). The standard is met.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff finds that the petition has met the Zoning Ordinance’s 
standards required to allow a special use.  Staff recommends approval of the requested special 
use for chicken keeping at 1610 N Lee Street SP-03-20. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
Katie Simpson,  
City Planner 

Attachments: 
• Draft Ordinance
• Exhibit A-Legal Description
• Petition and supplemental documents from petitioner
• Site Plan
• Aerial Map
• Zoning Map
• Neighborhood Notice Map, Newspaper Notice and List of Addresses Notified

Photos: Adjacent properties and Railroad tracts that border subject property’s rear yard. 



 

 

DRAFT 
ORDINANCE NO. __________ 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR CHICKEN-KEEPING AS 
AN ACCESSORY USE IN THE R-1C DISTRICT FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1610 N 

LEE STREET.  
 
WHEREAS, there was heretofore filed with the Community Development Department of the City of 
Bloomington, McLean County, Illinois, a petition and site plan requesting a Special Use Permit for a 
chicken-keeping, up to four chickens, as an accessory use to a single family or two family dwelling 
unit in the R-1C Single Family Residential 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 complied with use provisions of Chapter 44.10-11 and with the standards 
and conditions for granting such special use, specifically:  

  
1).   The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special use will not be detrimental to or 

endanger the public health, safety, comfort or general welfare;  
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;  

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;   

4).   That adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or will be 
provided;  

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;  

6).   That the special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the 
district in which it is located.  

 
WHEREAS, the Bloomington Board of Zoning Appeals, voted to recommend that the City Council 
pass this ordinance; and  
 
WHEREAS the City Council of the City of Bloomington has the power to pass this Ordinance and 
grant this special use permit with the recommended conditions.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Bloomington, McLean 
County, Illinois: 

 
1. That the Special Use Permit for chicken-keeping up to four chickens, in the R-1C 

Single Family Residential District for 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:  
 
 
____________________________                   
Leslie Yocum, City Clerk                 

 
 

  



 EXHIBIT A 

Legal Description – 1610 N Lee St 

WALNUT HILL ADD S33' N 71.4' LOT 1 & 2 BLK 3 



PETITION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT: 

/ (;, ( IJ ;J. L..R. ~ 5/-- 8!00M1 ~ r-6-n. I(__ 6 I 76 I 
Q 

State of Illinois 

County of McLean 

) 
)ss. 
) 

TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
BLOOMINGTON, MCLEAN COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

Nowcome(s) 

hereinafter referred to as your petitioner(s), respectfully representing and requesting as 
follows: 

1. That your petitioner(s) is (are) the owner(s) of the freehold or lesser estate therein 
of the premises hereinafter legally described in Exhibit(s)_L_, which is (are) 
attached hereto and made a part hereof by this reference, or is (are) a mortgagee 
or vendee in possession, assignee of rents: receiver, executor (executrix); trustee, 
lease, or any other person, firm or corporation or the duly authorized agents of 
any of the above persons having proprietary interest in said premises; 

2. That said premises presently has a zoning classification of&( C.. under the 
provisions of Chapter 44 of the Bloomington City Code, 1960; 

3. der the provis· ns of\ Chapter 44, Section 44.6-30 of said City Code 
~ ,J AJ , are allowed as a special use in a 

4. That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of said special use on said 
premises will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, morals, 
comfort, or general welfare; 

5. That said special use on said premises will not be injurious to the use and 
enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity of said premises for the 
purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair property values 
within the neighborhood; 

6. That the establishment of said special use on said premises will not impede the 
normal and orderly development and improvement of the surrounding property 
for uses permitted in thee-( C.. zoning district; 



7. That the exterior architectural treatment and functional plan of any proposed 
structure on said premises will not be so at variance with either the exterior 
architectural treatment and functional plan of the structures already constructed or 
in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the character of 
the applicable district, as to cause a substantial depreciation in the property values 
within the neighborhood adjacent to said premises; 

8. That adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have 
been or are being provided to said premises for said special permitted use; 

9. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress 
to and from said premises so designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the 
public streets; and 

10. That said special permitted use on said premises shall, in all other respects, 
conform to the applicable regulations of the f-t c zoning district in which it is 
located except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified by the City 
Council of the City of Bloomington pursuant to the recommendations of the 
Bloomington Board of Zoning Appeals. 

WHEREFORE, your petitioner(s) respectfully pray(s) that said special use for said 
premises be approved. 

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

(309)434-2226 
planning@cityblm.org 

 June 3, 2020 

Dear Property Owner or Occupant: 

The Zoning Board of Appeals of the City of Bloomington, Illinois, will hold a virtual public hearing on 
Wednesday, June 17, 2020 at 4:00 PM at www.cityblm.org/live on an application submitted by Attorney 
Mitchell Ernst and Marsha K. Wallace (1610 N. Lee St., Bloomington, IL 61701).  

You are receiving this notice because you own or occupy property within a 500-foot radius of the 
subject property (refer to attached map). All interested persons may present evidence or testimony 
regarding said petitions, or ask questions related to the petitioner’s requests at the scheduled public 
hearing. 

The applicants are requesting approval of a special use permit for chicken keeping in a R-1C Single-
Family Residence District at 1610 N. Lee St., Bloomington, IL 61701. Pursuant to Chapter 44 Div.10-
11 of the City Code lots less than or equal to one acre with a primary use of a single-family or two-
family dwelling, the keeping of up to four chickens may be permitted as an accessory use and shall 
comply with Chapter 8 and Chapter 22 of the Bloomington Code, 1960, as amended. Neither the 
keeping of roosters nor the keeping of chickens for slaughter shall be permitted. 

The Subject Property is legally described as WALNUT HILL ADD S33' N 71.4' LOT 1 & 2 BLK 3 

The agenda and packet for the hearing will be available prior to the hearing on the City of Bloomington 
website at www.cityblm.org. To provide testimony on this item please register at least 15 minutes in 
advance of the start of the meeting at https://www.cityblm.org/government/boards-
commissions/register-for-public-comment. Public comments can also be emailed at least 15 minutes 
prior to the start of the meeting to publiccomment@cityblm.org. This hearing will be accessible to 
individuals with disabilities in compliance with the ADA and other applicable laws. For special needs or 
accessible questions please contact the City Clerk at 109 E. Olive St., Bloomington, (309) 434-2240, 
cityclerk@cityblm.org or TTY at (309) 829-5115, preferably no later than five days before the hearing. 

If you desire more information regarding the proposed petitions or have any questions, you may 
email planning@cityblm.org or call (309) 434-2226. Please note this meeting could be subject to 
change based on a lack of quorum or other reasons. Notice of a change will also be posted online at 
www.cityblm.org.  

Sincerely, 

Planning Division staff 

Attachment: Map of notified properties within 500 ft of subject property 

mailto:planning@cityblm.org
http://www.cityblm.org/live
http://www.cityblm.org/
https://www.cityblm.org/government/boards-commissions/register-for-public-comment
https://www.cityblm.org/government/boards-commissions/register-for-public-comment
mailto:publiccomment@cityblm.org
mailto:planning@cityblm.org
http://www.cityblm.org/


Public Hearing on June 17, 2020 for a Special Use Permit request at 1610 N. Lee St.
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 
REPORT FOR THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

JUNE 17, 2020 

CASE NUMBER: SUBJECT: TYPE: SUBMITTED BY: 

Z-07-20 Variances 

1. Expansion of a
nonconforming
Structure

2. 4.5’ reduction in the side
yard setback

Katie Simpson, City 
Planner 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
The applicant constructed an enclosed porch/addition attached to the rear of the nonconforming 
single-family home and that encroached into the required side yard setback  

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 
Section of Code: Zoning Chapter 44.1102 and 44.403 

Type of Variance Request Required Variation 
Expansion of a nonconforming 
structure  

Expand/Alter Not allowed Expand/Alter 

Required side yard setback 1.5’ 6’ -4.5’ 

STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff finds that the variance is the result of the actions of the 
applicant and is not the minimum action necessary.  

Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals deny the requested 
variances.  

1314 W Locust St 
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NOTICE 
The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural requirements and 
legal, public notice for the hearing was published in The Pantagraph on June 1, 2020.    

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Owner and Applicant: Roberto Hernandez 

PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Legal description: MAURER & SWEENEY’S ADDITION 5 1 
Existing Zoning: R-1C Single-Family Residential District   
Existing Land Use: Single Family  
Property Size: 44 X 120 ft (5084 square feet)  
PIN: 21-05-251-010  

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
Zoning  Land Uses 
North: R-1C Single Family Residential District North: Single family homes 
South: R-1C Single Family Residential District South:  Single family homes 
East: R-1C Single Family Residential District East: Single family homes 
West: R-1C Single Family Residential District West:  Single family homes  

Analysis 
Submittals 
This report is based on the following documents, which are on file with the Community 
Development Department: 

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Background: 1314 W Locust Street, the subject property, is located on the south side of W. 
Locust Street between N. Western Ave (east) and N. Hinshaw Ave (west). The property is 
improved with a single-family home, which appears to have been built prior to the adoption of 
the city code. The subject property is more narrow than other lots in the neighborhood, which 
have an average frontage of 50’. The lot is nonconforming since it does not meet the ordinances 
minimum lot width (50 ft) and lot area (5,400 sqft) for the R-1C District. Further, the home is 
located approximately 18” from the west side lot line and located near the neighbor’s driveway. 
The home is setback roughly 9ft from the east lot line. The required side yard setback is 6ft in the 
R-1C District, therefore the structure is also classified as nonconforming. Other homes in the 
neighborhood have similar setbacks and siting on their lots.  

Project Description: The applicant desires to construct a rear porch/three seasons room along the 
length of the house, approximately 34ft. The Zoning Ordinance defines a porch as “an 
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unenclosed horizontal surface consisting of a deck, slab or other similar construction attached to 
a main building and designed for outdoor seating or as a means of entry to the building; a porch 
is considered open if covered by a roof and open on the sides that do not abut the building; 
porches with railings, knee walls and screens shall be considered open porches.”  

The applicant applied and paid for a building permit for porch framing on March 31, 2020. 
However, no permit was issued by the Building Safety Division. Staff received a compliant 
regarding the project. Code Enforcement Officers visited the property and discovered work on 
the addition had begun prior to receiving a building permit and any necessary variances. The 
Code Enforcement Officer issued a stop work order, and the applicant is requesting the variance. 
If the variance is denied, the applicant’s other options might include removing the addition, or 
altering the construction of the addition to comply with zoning setbacks. The proposed addition 
appears to be enclosed and will project 8ft into the rear yard. The proposed addition encroaches 
4.5ft into the required side yard setback and expands the existing nonconforming structure. 
Variances from both the side yard setback and to expand the nonconforming structure are 
required prior to issuing building permits. Since it is enclosed, it would also be considered a 
room and may have additional building requirements. The original permit application did not 
include information regarding windows, doors, roofing, siding or ventilation. Additional building 
information is be needed if these items are part of the project.  

The side yard setback is intended to provide adequate fire separation, air circulation, light, and 
greenspace between structures. The location of one building may negatively impact the adjacent 
property owner’s ability to develop their land or add onto their home. It can cast shadows which 

Addition. Roof 
lines are flush. 

Setback 
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might hinder landscaping’s ability to grow. Additionally, it can impact the type of construction 
necessary for any future improvements. For example, since the proposed porch encroaches into 
the side yard setback, it should be constructed with an approved fire rated assembly to prevent 
fire from spreading quickly to the adjacent property. If the Zoning Board of Appeals decides to 
approve the variances, the board should consider adding the condition that the construction meet 
building standards including fire rating.    

Analysis 
Variations from Zoning Ordinance 

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 applicant 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 subject property is relatively flat and 
deep. However, it is not as wide as other lots in the neighborhood leaving less room for an 
addition. Nonetheless, the porch/addition could be decreased in size or off-set to comply with the 
six-foot setback. The standard is not met.  

That the variances would be the minimum action necessary to afford relief to the applicant; 
and The applicant could have reduced the size of the porch/addition or off-set the porch/addition 
to comply with the zoning setbacks. Alternative designs are possible. The standard is not met.  

That the special conditions and circumstances were not created by any action of the 
applicant; and While the lot size is not related to actions of the applicant, the decision to begin 
construction prior to receiving a permit was the result of the applicant’s actions. Alternative 
design options exist and could have been explored prior to construction. The standard is not 
met.  

That granting the variation request will not give the applicant any special privilege that is 
denied to others by the Code; and Other homes in the neighborhood are off-set with a larger 
side yard setback on one side of the property and smaller setbacks on the other side. Other homes 
do not comply with the required 6ft setback and are nonconforming. Allowing the variance and 
approving the porch/addition would not necessarily give the applicant special privilege. 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 expansion of the nonconforming structure could negatively impact 
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the adjacent property owner’s ability to improve their property forcing the adjacent owner to off-
set their improvements to comply with fire separation requirements, or to build any potential 
improvements with a higher standard of material. The standard is not met.   

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff finds that the variance is the result of the actions of the 
applicant and are not the minimum action necessary, alternative design options exist.  

Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals deny the requested variances for the property at 

1314 W Locust Street.  

Respectfully submitted, 
Katie Simpson 
City Planner 

Attachments: 
• Variance Application
• Applicant’s Statement of Findings of Fact
• Site Plan
• Copy of Residential Building- New Construction permit application
• Aerial Map
• Zoning Map
• Newspaper notice and neighborhood notice
• List of notified property owners

Pictured Below: Adjacent homes and other homes in the neighborhood 
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Department of Community Development 115 E 
Washington St, Ste 201 
Bloomington IL 61701 

(309)434-2226 
planning@cityblm.org 

 June 3, 2020 

Dear Property Owner or Occupant: 

The Zoning Board of Appeals of the City of Bloomington, Illinois, will hold a virtual public hearing on 
Wednesday, June 17, 2020 at 4:00 PM at www.cityblm.org/live on an application submitted by Robert 
Hernandez (1314 W. Locust St. Bloomington, IL).  

You are receiving this notice because you own or occupy property within a 500-foot radius of the 
subject property (refer to attached map). All interested persons may present evidence or testimony 
regarding said petitions, or ask questions related to the petitioner’s requests at the scheduled public 
hearing. 

The applicant is requesting i). a variance to allow for the expansion of a nonconforming structure and 
ii). a variance to reduce the required side yard setback for a principal structure from 6’ to 18”, a 4.5’ 
reduction for construction of a three seasons room on the back of the house at 1314 W. Locust St., 
Bloomington, IL. 

The Subject Property is legally described as MAURER & SWEENEYS ADD LOT 5 BLK 1. 

The agenda and packet for the hearing will be available prior to the hearing on the City of Bloomington 
website at www.cityblm.org. To provide testimony on this item please register at least 15 minutes in 
advance of the start of the meeting at https://www.cityblm.org/government/boards-
commissions/register-for-public-comment. Public comments can also be emailed at least 15 minutes 
prior to the start of the meeting to publiccomment@cityblm.org. This hearing will be accessible to 
individuals with disabilities in compliance with the ADA and other applicable laws. For special needs or 
accessible questions please contact the City Clerk at 109 E. Olive St., Bloomington, (309) 434-2240, 
cityclerk@cityblm.org or TTY at (309) 829-5115, preferably no later than five days before the hearing. 

If you desire more information regarding the proposed petitions or have any questions, you may 
email planning@cityblm.org or call (309) 434-2226. Please note this meeting could be subject to 
change based on a lack of quorum or other reasons. Notice of a change will also be posted online at 
www.cityblm.org.  

Sincerely, 

Planning Division staff 

Attachment: Map of notified properties within 500 ft of subject property
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 

REPORT FOR THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
June 17, 2020 

 
CASE NUMBER: SUBJECT: TYPE: SUBMITTED BY: 

 
Z-08-20 

 
Pool variance 3ft decrease in distance 

to principal structure 
Casey Weeks,                  

Assistant City Planner 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:   

The applicant is seeking variance on the installation of an 18’ above ground pool 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 

Section of Code: Chapter 44. 9-4 Accessory Structures 
Type of Variance Request Required Variation 

Distance from principal structure 7ft 10ft  3ft decrease 
 
 

STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff finds that the variance will not give special privilege nor be 
detrimental to the character of the neighborhood. The physical 
characteristics due to the elevation change pose unreasonable 
challenges which make strict adherence to the Code difficult. 
 
Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals allow the variance 
for the pool installation at 2 Greythorne Circle. 

T  
Figure 1 The Subject Property is outlined in blue. 

 

2 Greythorne Circle 
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NOTICE 
The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural requirements and 
legal, public notice for the hearing was published in The Pantagraph on June 1, 2020. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Owners and Applicants: Christopher and Andrea Goins 
 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Legal description: GOLDEN EAGLE 2ND ADD LOT 285 
 
Existing Zoning: R-1C Single family residential   
Existing Land Use: Single Family    
Property Size: Lot is irregular corner lot 9,648 sqft  
PIN:  15-31-154-001 
 
Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
Zoning       Land Uses 
North: R-1C Single family residential  North: Single family homes  
South: R-1C Single Family residential  South: Single family homes 
East: R-1C Single family residential   East: Single family homes 
West: R-1C Single family residential   West:  Single family homes  
 
Analysis 
Submittals 
This report is based on the following documents, which are on file with the Community 
Development Department: 

1. Application for Variance  
2. Site Plan 
3. Aerial photograph 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Background.  

The subject property is located at 2 Greythorne Circle, the 
southeast corner of Monterey Road and Greythorne Circle.  
The property is less than a quarter of an acre, 9,648 square 
feet. The property is an irregular corner lot with two front 
yards. The rear yard has a slight slope, a 2-foot change in 
grade from the house to the back corners of the lot, closest 
to the sidewalk. The property has easements on all four 
sides including a 5ft utility easement on the south side, and a 
7.5 ft utility easement on the east side.  
 
The property is surrounded by single- family residential 

Front yard setbacks 
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homes. The neighborhood is developed with single-family homes and is zoned R-1C. The 
subject property was constructed in 1999. The patio cover was added in May of 2019. The patio 
remains open and unenclosed, but the patio roof projects 10ft into the rear yard. With the 
addition of the patio, the yard or the distance between the patio and the rear lot line is 27 feet.  
   
Project Description:  
The property owners are requesting variance for the installation of an 18’ ft above ground 
swimming pool. The request for variance would be for 3’ ft of relief, allowing the pool to be 
installed 7’ instead of the required 10’ of distance from the principal structure, in this case the 
patio roof. The city of Bloomington requires a 10-foot separation between principal structures 
and pools, and a six foot side and rear yard setback for the pool.  
 
The following is a summary of the requested variations: 
Applicable Code Sections: Table 9-4 Permitted Encroachments 
Section of Code:  Chapter 44, 9-4  

Type of Variance Request Required Variation 
Variance for swimming pool distance to 

principal structure 
 

7ft 10ft 3ft decrease 

 
Analysis 
Variations from Zoning Ordinance 

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 applicant 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.  
 

1. That the property has physical characteristics that pose unreasonable challenges 
which make strict adherence to the Code difficult; and The subject property is an 
irregular corner lot with 2 front yards. The property also has easements on the south and 
east sides, and a 2ft change in grade between the front yard and rear yard. The rear yard is 
relatively flat but slopes as it. The easements reduce the area where the pool can be 
located. When applying the 10ft separation, and staying out of the easements, the pool 
size is limited to 10 feet in the rear yard. This distance is not large enough to 
accommodate even the smallest above ground pool, creating a disadvantage for the 
property owner. The standard is met.  

 
2. That the variances would be the minimum action necessary to afford relief to the 

applicant; and The property owner has proposed installing an 18’ diameter above 
ground pool on the property. Even installing a smaller pool would necessitate a variance 
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due to the existing easements on the south and east. The usable space between the patio 
roof and lot line is significantly reduced when accounting for both the 10ft separation and 
the 7.5ft easement. The standard is met.  

  
3. That the special conditions and circumstances were not created by any action of the 

applicant; and The rear easement pushes the pool closer to the home. Additionally, the 
slope/grade of the land reduces the amount of flat surface area for locating the pool. The 
Standard is met.  

 
4. That granting the variation request will not give the applicant any special privilege 

that is denied to others by the Code; and Granting this variance will not give the 
applicant special privilege, it will allow the applicant to make reasonable use of their 
property similar to others nearby. The standard is met.  

 
5. 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 proposed pool is placed in the backyard of a 
fenced in property. There are other pools in the neighborhood. This variance would not 
impair the use or development of adjoining properties. The standard is met.  

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff finds that the variance will not give special privilege nor 
be detrimental to the character of the neighborhood. The physical characteristics due to the 
elevation change pose unreasonable challenges which make strict adherence to the Code 
difficult. 
 
Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals allow the variance for three feet of relief in the 

minimum distance between a swimming pool and a primary structure.  

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Casey Weeks,  
Assistant City Planner 
 
Attachments: 

• Variance Application 
• Applicant’s Statement of Findings of Fact  
• Site Plan 
• Aerial Map  
• Zoning Map  
• Newspaper notice and neighborhood notice  
• List of notified property owners 



APPLICATION TO ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Please consider this as our petition for a variance from the requirement(s) of the Zoning 
Code. I have provided all information requested herein and attached our site plan and fee. 

Site Address: 2 Greythorne Cir, Bloomington

Site Address:  15-31-154-001 

Petitioner’s Email Address:_ ______________________ 

Petitioner’s Mailing Address Street: _______________________ 

City, State, Zip Code: _____________________________ 

Contractual interest in the property        __x_____ yes        ______ no 

Brief Project Description: 

Code Requirements Involved: 

Variances(s) Requested: 

Reasons to Justify Approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals: Your justifications for 
approval must also be provided in the statement of Findings of Fact. 

Install an 18’ above ground swimming pool in the Southeast corner of the back yard.  

6’ away from fence line
10’ away from structure

We are requesting a variance to allow swimming pool to be 7’ away from structure instead of 10’.

I have recently been diagnosed with MS and to slow the loss of or at least maintain mobility, I need to 
partake in exercise to prevent muscle atrophy.  My symptoms are loss of use in my legs or vision issues 
that happen sporadically.  These symptoms impact my balance, which can cause me to fall.  Therefore, I 
am unable to perform outdoor exercise such as walking, running or hiking.  This would also limit my 
indoor exercise on a treadmill or other cardio equipment for safety issues.  My doctor has suggested that 
swimming would provide a low impact, low stress form of movement for me with emphasis on safety 
since the water would support me with balance.   Also, it isn't practical or safe for me to frequent a public 
or membership-type pool due to my lower immune system.  Therefore, we have requested a variance so 
we could install an above ground pool to assist with my exercise and mobility.

As stated above, MS has caused a walking disability and having the swimming pool closer to the home 
allows for a shorter distance to walk to get into pool.  

Chris and Andrea GoinsPetitioner:_           Phone:

Signature of Applicant 



STATEMENT OF FINDINGS OF FACT 
(Must be answered by the Petitioner) 

Chapter 44, Section 9.40(d) 

A variation from the terms of this Code shall not be granted by the Zoning Board of 
Appeals unless and until findings of fact are submitted demonstrating: 

1. That the property has physical characteristics that pose unreasonable
challenges which make strict adherence to the Code difficult; and

2. That the variance would be the minimum action necessary to afford relief to
the applicant; and

3. That the special conditions and circumstances were not created by any action
of the applicant; and

4. That the granting of the variance requested will not give the applicant any
special privilege that is denied to others by the Code; and

5. That the granting of this variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare,
alter the essential character of the neighborhood, nor unreasonably impair the
use or development of adjoining properties.

We have the inability to have a 10’ distance adherence from the structure in the back
yard with a 6’ distance adherence from the fence line as the home is on a corner lot
and we are considered to have two front yards.

would allow for the above ground swimming pool to be installed and utilized for 
physical therapy by the homeowner whom has MS

while we can be 10’ away from the dwelling we are unable to adhere to the 10’ 
distance code when measurements are considered from the pavilion southeast 
corner.

given that this swimming pool will be utilized by a family member with MS for
therapy purposes and in addition placement in the southeast corner allows for
additional privacy and easier access.

The pool will not be detrimental to the public welfare as we will be placing locks on 
the gates of the existing fence as needed.  This will not alter the character of the 
neighborhood.  The pool and property will be maintained with an aesthetic similarity 
to already developed adjacent properties.  



Map data ©2020 , Map data ©2020 20 ft 

2 Greythorne Cir





Measurements 

Red line = 7’ away from pavilion corner post
Yellow line = 15’ away from dwelling
Green lines = 6’ away from fence lines
16' pool

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

(309)434-2226 
planning@cityblm.org 

 June 3, 2020 

Dear Property Owner or Occupant: 

The Zoning Board of Appeals of the City of Bloomington, Illinois, will hold a virtual public hearing on 
Wednesday, June 17, 2020 at 4:00 PM at www.cityblm.org/live on an application submitted by 
Christopher & Andrea Goins (2 Greythorne Circle, Bloomington, IL 61704). 

You are receiving this notice because you own or occupy property within a 500-foot radius of the 
subject property (refer to attached map). All interested persons may present evidence or testimony 
regarding said petitions, or ask questions related to the petitioner’s requests at the scheduled public 
hearing. 

The applicant is requesting a variance from the required 10’seperation between the pool and the primary 
structure to 7’, a 3’ reduction to allow for installation of a swimming pool at 2 Greythorne Circle, 
Bloomington, IL 61704. 

The Subject Property is legally described as GOLDEN EAGLE 2ND ADD LOT 285 

The agenda and packet for the hearing will be available prior to the hearing on the City of Bloomington 
website at www.cityblm.org. To provide testimony on this item please register at least 15 minutes in 
advance of the start of the meeting at https://www.cityblm.org/government/boards-
commissions/register-for-public-comment. Public comments can also be emailed at least 15 minutes 
prior to the start of the meeting to publiccomment@cityblm.org. This hearing will be accessible to 
individuals with disabilities in compliance with the ADA and other applicable laws. For special needs or 
accessible questions please contact the City Clerk at 109 E. Olive St., Bloomington, (309) 434-2240, 
cityclerk@cityblm.org or TTY at (309) 829-5115, preferably no later than five days before the hearing. 

If you desire more information regarding the proposed petitions or have any questions, you may 
email planning@cityblm.org or call (309) 434-2226. Please note this meeting could be subject to 
change based on a lack of quorum or other reasons. Notice of a change will also be posted online at 
www.cityblm.org.  

Sincerely, 

Planning Division staff 

Attachment: Map of notified properties within 500 ft of subject property



500 ft 

Public Hearing on June 17, 2020 for a Variance request at 2 Greythorne Circle 
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 

REPORT FOR THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
JUNE 17, 2020 

 
CASE NUMBER: SUBJECT: TYPE: SUBMITTED BY: 

 
Z-09-20 

 
Variances 

1. Allow and accessory structure 
in the side yard 

2. Decrease separation between 
principal structure and 

accessory structure 

Katie Simpson,  
City Planner 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:   

The applicant would like to rebuild an accessory structure in the same location as the existing 
structure, in the side yard and closer than 10’ to the principal structure 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 
Section of Code: 44.908 Accessory Structures 
Type of Variance Request Required Variation 
Accessory structure 

siting 
Side yard Rear Yard Side Yard 

Separation from 
principal structure 

 

6’ 10’ -4’ 

 
 

STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff finds that the variance will not give special privilege nor be 
detrimental to the character of the neighborhood. The property was 
built before the zoning ordinance was established, the rear yard is 
less than the current minimum requirement and the proposed shed 
will replace an existing shed. If the neighborhood does not object to 
the request, staff recommends that the Zoning Board of Appeals 
approve the variances for 1). Allowing an accessory structure in the 
side yard and 2). decreasing the required separation between the 
principal structure and the accessory structure at 1210 S Mason St. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject property 
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NOTICE 
The application has been filed in 
conformance with applicable 
procedural requirements and legal, 
public notice for the hearing was 
published in The Pantagraph on June 
1, 2020.   
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Owner and Applicant: Richard Gray 
 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Legal description: ASSR'S SUB OF 
BLK 19 MILLER'S 2ND ADD 
LOT 2 & S1/2 VAC ALLEY LYG N 
& ADJ 

 
Existing Zoning: R-1C Single Family Residential District  
Existing Land Use: Single Family home 
Property Size: 67 X 99 (6682 sqft)  
PIN: 21-09-156-005  
 
Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
Zoning       Land Uses 
North: R-1C Single Family Residential District North: Single family homes 
South: R-1C Single Family Residential District South:  Single family homes 
East: R-1C Single Family Residential District East: Single family homes 
West: R-1C Single Family Residential District West:  Single family homes  
 
Analysis 
Submittals 
This report is based on the following documents, which are on file with the Community 
Development Department: 

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

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Background. 1210 S Mason Street, the 
subject property, is located on 
Bloomington’s westside south of W. 

Existing 
shed, to be 
replaced 

23’ 

23’ 
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Miller Street, west of S. Mason Street and north of W. Bissell Street. The subject property is 
approximately 67 feet wide and 99 feet deep, approximately 6,682 square feet. The majority of 
the lots in the neighborhood are also 99ft deep. It is improved with a 1180 square foot craftsman 
cottage/bungalow style single family home. The house is approximately 23 feet from the rear lot 
line and 23 feet from the north side lot line. The back yard is approximately 1,733 square feet. 
The structure has a one-car attached garage, which is uncommon for this type of home and was 
added prior to 1970. The former property owner was granted a variance in 1971 to enlarge the 
attached garage, but never followed through with the project. It also has a detached 11 X 14 (154 
sqft) foot shed located in the side yard of the property. The existing shed is also six-feet from the 
attached garage/principal structure. The subject property is adjacent to other single-family 
homes, many of which have detached garages and accessory structures. The subject property and 
adjacent properties are zoned R-1C, Single Family Residential District.  
 
An 18’ alley once bordered this property on the north. Around 1981, the city vacated the alley 
and the owner of 1210 S Mason Street acquired an additional 9ft, or half of the alley. Sometime 
after that, the existing shed was installed on the property. The 1982 aerial photo does not show 
the existing shed and staff cannot find permits for the shed. Based on the size of the structure, a 
permit may not have been required for its installation at that time. The existing shed is 
considered nonconforming. The ordinance allows the shed to be repaired but it cannot be 
replaced if destroyed. A new shed could be erected in a location conforming with the setbacks or 
after variances are granted to allow it in the existing location.  
 
Project Description: The property owner is permitted to 
have an accessory structure that is the lessor of the 
following: 1) less than the size of the principal structure; 2) 
less than 1000 square feet or 3) one third the size of the 
back yard. In this case the owner would be permitted a 
maximum 577 square feet structure (1/3 the rear yard). The 
proposed shed meets the square footage requirements. 
Additionally, the ordinance only allows accessory 
structures in the rear yard and requires a 10ft separation 
from the principal structure. The applicant is requesting a 
building permit to reconstruct a new accessory structure 
where the current shed is located. Per the application, the 
existing shed is in poor condition. However, the owner 
would like to be able to build on the existing 
foundation/slab. The proposed accessory structure will be 
14ft wide and 24ft long, a little wider and deeper than the 
current shed. The length of the shed could accommodate a vehicle (typically 20ft long) and/or a 
lawn mower and other garden tools. The proposed accessory structure is approximately 336 
square feet, and will have a garage door that matches the attached garage.  The property owner 
intends to remove the existing chain link fence from the front and side yard. The following is a 
summary of the requested variations: 
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Applicable Code Sections: 44.908 Accessory Structures  
Section of Code:  

Type of Variance Request Required Variation 
Accessory structure siting Side yard Rear Yard Side Yard 

Separation from principal structure 
 

6’ 10’ -4’ 

The Zoning Ordinance defines “side yard” as the yard 
extending from the required front yard (front lot line to 
foundation of building) to the required rear yard (rear lot 
line to foundation of building).  
 
Alternative Locations:  
The property owner could consider moving/relocating the 
shed in the rear yard and 10ft away from the building. 
However, given the small back yard, to do so would limit 
the owner’s ability to have a 14 X 24ft shed. Below is a photo showing area(s) where the 
applicant could potentially locate the shed in the rear yard and 10ft from the structure. The siting 
limits the size of the shed. The applicant would not be able to place the 14 X 24ft shed in these 
locations without necessitating a variance. The applicant could possibly place a 10X20 shed in 
the rear yard; reducing the size also reduces the versatility of the building. A standard rear yard 
for the R-1C district is 25ft wide. After applying the 10ft separation from the principal structure 
and 3ft separation from a rear lot line, a property owner could (in theory) have a 12ft wide shed 
in the R-1C district. The 23ft wide rear yard at 1210 S Mason, reduces the width of the shed the 
property owner can have without necessitating a variance. An alternative might be to expand the 
existing single car garage.  
 

 
 
Additional considerations: While most other homes in the neighborhood have accessory 
structures located in the rear of their properties, based on the aerial map, the accessory structures 
at 1218 S. Mason and 1109 N Oak Street project/extend forward into the side yard. It is 

10’ 

23’ 

20’ 

10’ 
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uncommon, and disallowed by the current ordinance, to locate a shed adjacent to the principal 
structure, typically these buildings are further back on a property/behind the principal structure. 
Staff is unaware of past variances that allowed an accessory structure in the side yard. The 
accessory structures at 1111 S Oak and 1214, 1216, and 1218 S Mason St are less than 10ft from 
the principal structure, staff is familiar with past variances to reduce the separation between 
buildings. In some cases, the buildings materials and construction methods used may need to be 
adjusted to accommodate the reduced separation.  
 
Analysis 
Variations from Zoning Ordinance 

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 applicant 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 established prior to adoption 
of the ordinance. The home, which was built in the early 20th century, was not constructed with a 
garage. A single car garage was attached prior to 1970. This attachment is atypical for the style 
home, and for the neighborhood. The siting of the single car garage limits the location of 
accessory structures. The property has a narrow rear yard, less than the 25 ft required rear yard. 
Additionally, there is a 2ft change in grade between the elevation of the attached garage (832 
contour), the detached accessory structure (834 contour), and the rear yard (836 contour). The 
yard rear yard has a slight slope. Additionally, when applying the setbacks from the ordinance, 
the nonconforming rear yard setback limits the size of the accessory structure that the applicant 
can install without a variance. The standard is met.   
 
That the variances would be the minimum action necessary to afford relief to the applicant; 
and the proposed shed will require a variance regardless of its location. If it is moved to the rear 
of the property, it will need to be 3ft off the lot line and will still project into the side yard. To 
expand the existing accessory structure would also require a variance since the current accessory 
structure is nonconforming. The owner could consider reducing the size of the shed or attaching 
it to the existing single car garage. Staff is not sure why these options may or may not be feasible 
to the applicant. More information is needed to determine if the standard is met.   
  
That the special conditions and circumstances were not created by any action of the 
applicant; and the neighborhood was established prior to the adoption of the ordinance and 
many of the existing properties do not conform to the standard setbacks of the code. The garage, 
attached by previous owners, limits the location of additional accessory structures. The standard 
is met. 
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That granting the variation request will not give the applicant any special privilege that is 
denied to others by the Code; and While the ZBA has approved past variances to allow for a 
reduced separation between accessory structures and principals structures, staff is unaware of 
recent cases where the accessory structure is located in the side yard. The variances will allow 
the property owner to construct a 14’ X 24’ shed. The shed does not exceed our maximum 
accessory structure requirements and does not exceed the general massing of surrounding 
accessory structures. Allowing the shed to encroach into the side yard and allowing the variance 
for the reduced setback in this instance will allow the property owner to have an outbuilding 
comparable to others in the neighborhood. Without the variances, the size of the outbuilding the 
owner could construct would be less than other properties nearby. 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 proposed project will involve removal of the chain link fence, 
which could be considered an improvement, and new investment in an accessory building. The 
proposed shed will be a similar height and is a similar mass to other accessory structures in the 
neighborhood. The location will not deviate from the location of the existing shed, which should 
not significantly alter neighborhood character from what currently exists. The proposed building 
should not impair the use and development of other properties. Unless there is objection from the 
surrounding neighborhood, the standard is met.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff finds that the variance will not give special privilege 
nor be detrimental to the character of the neighborhood. The property was built before the 
zoning ordinance was established, the rear yard is less than the current minimum requirement 
and the proposed shed will replace an existing shed. If the neighborhood does not object to the 
request, staff recommends that the Zoning Board of Appeals approve the variances for 1). 
Allowing an accessory structure in the side yard and 2). decreasing the required separation 
between the principal structure and the accessory structure at 1210 S Mason St.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Katie Simpson,  
City Planner 
 
Attachments: 

• Variance Application 
• Applicant’s Statement of Findings of Fact  
• Site Plan 
• Aerial Map  
• Zoning Map  
• Newspaper notice and neighborhood notice  
• List of notified property owners 
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Pictured below: adjacent properties 
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Department of Community Development 115 E 
Washington St, Ste 201 
Bloomington IL 61701 

(309)434-2226 
planning@cityblm.org 

 June 3, 2020 

Dear Property Owner or Occupant: 

The Zoning Board of Appeals of the City of Bloomington, Illinois, will hold a virtual public hearing on 
Wednesday, June 17, 2020 at 4:00 PM at www.cityblm.org/live on an application submitted by Richard 
Gray(1210 S. Mason St., Bloomington, IL 61701).  

You are receiving this notice because you own or occupy property within a 500-foot radius of the 
subject property (refer to attached map). All interested persons may present evidence or testimony 
regarding said petitions, or ask questions related to the petitioner’s requests at the scheduled public 
hearing. 

The applicant is requesting i). a variance from the required 10’separation between the building and the 
accessory structure to 6’, a 4’ reduction and ii). a variance to locate the structure in the required side 
yard for installation of a shed at 1210 S. Mason St., Bloomington, IL 61701. 

The Subject Property is legally described as LOT 2 SUB BLK 19 JAMES MILLERS 2ND ADD TO CITY &

S1/2 VAC ALLEY LYG N & ADJ 

The agenda and packet for the hearing will be available prior to the hearing on the City of Bloomington 
website at www.cityblm.org. To provide testimony on this item please register at least 15 minutes in 
advance of the start of the meeting at https://www.cityblm.org/government/boards-
commissions/register-for-public-comment. Public comments can also be emailed at least 15 minutes 
prior to the start of the meeting to publiccomment@cityblm.org. This hearing will be accessible to 
individuals with disabilities in compliance with the ADA and other applicable laws. For special needs or 
accessible questions please contact the City Clerk at 109 E. Olive St., Bloomington, (309) 434-2240, 
cityclerk@cityblm.org or TTY at (309) 829-5115, preferably no later than five days before the hearing. 

If you desire more information regarding the proposed petitions or have any questions, you may 
email planning@cityblm.org or call (309) 434-2226. Please note this meeting could be subject to 
change based on a lack of quorum or other reasons. Notice of a change will also be posted online at 
www.cityblm.org.  

Sincerely, 

Planning Division staff 

Attachment: Map of notified properties within 500 ft of subject property



Public Hearing on June 17, 2020 for a Variance request at 1210 S. Mason 

500 ft 
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 

REPORT FOR THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
June 17, 2020 

 
CASE NUMBER: SUBJECT: TYPE: SUBMITTED BY: 

 
Z-10-20 

 
Fence variance 2ft increase in fence 

height in front yard 
Casey Weeks,                    

Assistant City Planner 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:   

The applicant would like to install a 6ft fence in the front yard, a 2 ft increase from the maximum 
height allowed 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 
Section of Code:  
Type of Variance Request Required Variation 

Fence height in 
front yard 

6ft 4ft 2ft increase 

 
 

STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff finds that the variance is the result of the actions of the 
applicant and is not the minimum action necessary.  
 
Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals deny the variance 
for a six-foot fence in the required front yard at 1502 W. Chestnut 
St. 

 
Figure 1 The subject property is highlighted in orange. 

1502 W. Chestnut 
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NOTICE 
The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural requirements and 
legal, public notice for the hearing was published in The Pantagraph on June 1, 2020. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Owner and Applicant: Bobbie Amburgey 
 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Legal description: MUSCHS ADD LOT 1 
 
Existing Zoning: R-1C Single family residential   
Existing Land Use: Single Family    
Property Size: 137’ X 60’ (8,220 sqft)  
PIN: 21-05-128-013   
 
Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
Zoning       Land Uses 
North: P-2 Public Lands    North: O’Neil Park 
South: R-1C Single Family Residence District South: Single family residence 
East: R-1C Single Family Residence District  East: Single family residence 
West: R-1C Single Family Residence District West:  Single family residence  
 
Analysis 
Submittals 
This report is based on the following documents, which are on file with the Community 
Development Department: 

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

 
             PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

 Background.  

The subject property is located on the southwest corner of 
Chestnut St. and Hinshaw Ave. The property is less than a 
quarter of an acre, 8,220 square feet. The property is a corner 
lot with two front yards. Though on a corner, the lot is a 
standard rectangular shape.  
 
 
 
 
 

Required Front Yard 

Required Front Yard 
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The property across the street is O’Neil Park, a public park owned and maintained by the City of 
Bloomington. The neighborhood is developed with single-family homes and is zoned R-1C. The 
lot was previously improved with a single-family home. The home was demolished, and the 
subject property was constructed in 2020. The previous dwelling, per Google Street View, had a 
four-foot fence in both front yards.        
     
Project Description:  
Fences can be functional and/or decorative. Fences serve as a physical barrier intended to contain 
or restrict people, animals or objects within or from a given area. Privacy fences, typically six 
feet tall and opaque, can obstruct sight lines and visibility at driveways and intersections. 
Additionally, tall fences in front of residences function as a visual barrier and can create the 
appearance of an unsafe, secluded and uninviting neighborhood. Tall, opaque fences in the front 
yard can also discourage interaction with neighbors and pedestrians. The Ordinance limits taller 
fences to back yards and permits shorter fences in front yards to reduce sight line obstructions, 
and to promote a welcoming and consistent feel from the public right-of-way.  

 
The petitioner is requesting a variance to install a 6ft fence in the required 25ft front yard setback 
on a corner lot. The maximum allowed height for a fence in the front yard of a residential district 
is 4ft. A front yard is defined as the space between the front lot line and the principal structure.  
 
The following is a summary of the requested variations: 
Applicable Code Sections: 44.9-10 Fence regulations  
Section of Code: 44.9-10 

Type of Variance Request Required Variation 
Fence variance in required front yard 

 
6ft 4ft 2ft increase  

Analysis 
Variations from Zoning Ordinance 

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 applicant 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.  
 

1. That the property has physical characteristics that pose unreasonable challenges 
which make strict adherence to the Code difficult; and The subject property is a 
rectangular shaped corner lot with 2 front yards. There are no discernable physical 
characteristics that would prevent the owner from installing a fence that did not require 
variance. The standard is not met.  
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2. That the variances would be the minimum action necessary to afford relief to the 
applicant; and The property owner is allowed, per code, to install a 4ft fence in the front 
yard without necessitating a variance. Additionally, the property owner could install a 
six-foot fence outside of the front yard and in the rear and side yards. The property 
owned could install a fence that meets the standards set for in the City of Bloomington 
Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 44. 9-10.) The standard is not met.  

  
3. That the special conditions and circumstances were not created by any action of the 

applicant; and The petitioner is able to install a 6ft fence on other areas of the property 
and a 4ft fence in the front yard without necessitating a variance. The 4ft fence allows the 
petitioner reasonable use of their property. The standard is not met.  

 
4. That granting the variation request will not give the applicant any special privilege 

that is denied to others by the Code; and While are several corner lots on properties in 
the area that have 6 ft fences in their front yards, the vast majority of them were installed 
before the current standards were codified. Since the City of Bloomington Zoning 
Ordinance was adopted in March of 2019, no variances for 6 ft fences in front yards have 
been granted. The standard is not met.  

 
5. 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 proposed fence does not block visibility for 
the neighbor or traffic on Hinshaw Ave. or Chestnut Streets. The standard is met.  

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff finds that the variance is the result of the actions of the 
applicant and is not the minimum action necessary.  
 
Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals deny the variance for a six-foot fence in the 

required front yard at 1502 W. Chestnut St.   

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Casey Weeks,  
Assistant City Planner 
 
Attachments:  

• Variance Application 
• Applicant’s Statement of Findings of Fact  
• Site Plan 
• Aerial Map  
• Zoning Map  
• Newspaper notice and neighborhood notice  
• List of notified property owners 
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Figure 2 Subject property at 1502 W. Chestnut St. 

 
Figure 3 Subject property at the southwest corner of W. Chestnut St. and Hinshaw Ave. 
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Department of Community Development 115 E 
Washington St, Ste 201 
Bloomington IL 61701 

(309)434-2226 
planning@cityblm.org 

 June 3, 2020 

Dear Property Owner or Occupant: 

The Zoning Board of Appeals of the City of Bloomington, Illinois, will hold a virtual public hearing on 
Wednesday, June 17, 2020 at 4:00 PM at www.cityblm.org/live on an application submitted by Bobbie 
Amburgey (1502 W. Chestnut St., Bloomington, IL 61701). 

You are receiving this notice because you own or occupy property within a 500-foot radius of the 
subject property (refer to attached map). All interested persons may present evidence or testimony 
regarding said petitions, or ask questions related to the petitioner’s requests at the scheduled public 
hearing. 

The applicant is requesting a variance to increase from the required 4’maximun fence height to 6’, a 2’ 
increase to allow for installation of fence in front yard on a corner lot at 1502 W. Chestnut St., 
Bloomington, IL 61701. 

The Subject Property is legally described as MUSCHS ADD LOT 1 

The agenda and packet for the hearing will be available prior to the hearing on the City of Bloomington 
website at www.cityblm.org. To provide testimony on this item please register at least 15 minutes in 
advance of the start of the meeting at https://www.cityblm.org/government/boards-
commissions/register-for-public-comment. Public comments can also be emailed at least 15 minutes 
prior to the start of the meeting to publiccomment@cityblm.org. This hearing will be accessible to 
individuals with disabilities in compliance with the ADA and other applicable laws. For special needs or 
accessible questions please contact the City Clerk at 109 E. Olive St., Bloomington, (309) 434-2240, 
cityclerk@cityblm.org or TTY at (309) 829-5115, preferably no later than five days before the hearing. 

If you desire more information regarding the proposed petitions or have any questions, you may 
email planning@cityblm.org or call (309) 434-2226. Please note this meeting could be subject to 
change based on a lack of quorum or other reasons. Notice of a change will also be posted online at 
www.cityblm.org.  

Sincerely, 

Planning Division staff 

Attachment: Map of notified properties within 500 ft of subject property



Public Hearing on June 17, 2020 for a Variance request at 1502 W. Chestnut St. 

500 ft
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