Zoning Board of Appeals
Case #: 10-05-03-V

Prepared by: Mercy Davison, Town Planner

Variation Description: The applicant is requesting a variance from Sec. 15.7-2(H)(1)(e) of the Town
Code to reduce the number of on-site parking spaces to 38 where code requires a minimum of 68.
Staff Recommendation: Conditional approval

Property Location: 804 S. Main
Background
The subject property is located at the northeast corner of Main Street and Hovey. The property currently
contains a McDonalds restaurant with a drive-through. As shown on the attached Site Plan and aerial
photograph, the property has three curb cuts and a drive lane across the Main Street face of the building.
The property has received two variances in the past. The Zoning Board of Appeals approved a parking
variance in 1991 to permit 48 parking spaces where code required 56, based on McDonalds’ position that
many customers would be pedestrians coming from the ISU campus and student residential properties,
and that many other customers would be drive-through only. In 2006 the ZBA approved variances to
permit a building addition to encroach into the front yard and to permit 48 parking spaces where code
required at least 63 (a greater number of spaces based on the building expansion).
At this time the applicant would like to expand the drive-through capacity by constructing a side-by-side
drive-through. In so doing, the site will lose 10 parking spaces. This requires a new variance for 38
spaces where code requires 63.
The owner of the subject property will be present to answer questions regarding the variation request.
Adjacent Zoning and Surrounding Land Use
The property is zoned B-1 General Business and is surrounded almost entirely by the same zoning
classification.
Variation Standards Section 15.12-4(D)
The Zoning Board of Appeals shall prepare findings of fact from the evidence adduced at the
administrative public hearing indicating the extent to which the following items are demonstrated:
1. Granting of the variation will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance and
will not be injurious to the neighborhood, or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.
2. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used under the conditions
allowed by the bulk, sign, or off-street parking and loading regulations of the zoning classification of the
property in question.
3. The plight of the owner is due to special circumstances.

Under Illinois state law and Town of Normal code, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall grant a variation
only if each of the above standards has been satisfied.
Staff Findings and Recommendation
Town staff supports the proposal based on the site’s established use patterns. Drive-through traffic is
significant and could be accommodated more easily on-site by doubling the drive-through. The site has
functioned well with fewer parking spaces than code requires for many years. The drive-through
expansion will not be visible from Main Street. Thus, Town staff does not find the proposed variance will
be injurious to the neighborhood. The physical constraints of the site may make it difficult for the owner
to yield a reasonable return without permitting a variance from the parking code. Furthermore, expanding
the drive-through may also help to eliminate any back-up of vehicles onto the public streets.
For these reasons, staff recommends in favor of the variance on the condition that additional landscaping
be added to screen the parking lot from Main and Hovey and that landscaping be added to the striped
areas of the parking lot interior (based on the aerial photograph). The new islands should have one tree
and five shrubs each. The addition of landscaping will help soften the appearance of an increasingly
busy commercial property.
Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals proceed with the public hearing and following its findings
of fact, the Board shall determine whether the application has met all the three standards.
Zoning Board Action
____

Approved

____

Conditionally Approved

____

Denied

To all Applicant(s) - Please note that:
a. The approved variation will expire within one year from the date of the Board decision if the applicant failed to obtain a
building permit (Section 15.12-5(E)(3)
b. No application for variation which has been denied wholly or in part by the Zoning Board shall be submitted for a period of
one year from the date of said order of denial except on the grounds of error in the original proceedings or change of conditions
found to be valid by the Zoning Board of Appeals (Sec. 15.12-5(E)(2)
c. Decisions of the Zoning Board of Appeal concerning a variation request in R-2, R-3A, R-3B, B-1, B-2, C-1, C-2, C-3, M-1,
and M-2 Zoning Districts shall be considered a provisional decision for a period of 10 days. During the 10-day provisional period,
any member of the Town Council may file in writing with the City Clerk a stay of decision. This provision gives the Council the
opportunity to review the action of the Zoning Board and render a final decision, which may only be reviewed in the courts in
accordance with the applicable statutes and law of the State of Illinois. Please see Sec. 15.12-5(E)(1)(a) of the Zoning Code for
additional information.
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Zoning Board of Appeals
Case #: 10-05-04-V

Prepared by: Mercy Davison, Town Planner

Variance Description: The applicant is requesting variances from the following:
1. A 1-3.5’ transitional yard along Kingsley rather than the required 25’ based on the R-2
zoning adjacent to the west. (The parking area is approximately 1 foot from the property
line, and the building is approximately 3.5 feet from the property line.)
2. A 13.67-foot front yard setback along Main Street and a 0’ corner yard setback on
Osage rather than the 25’ setbacks required in B-1 zoning.
3. Deficient green space on the overall site (10.64% rather than 20%). (Contrary to the
variance application, a variance for interior parking lot landscaping is not required
because they provide more than the 7% required.)
4. Provision of 122 parking spaces rather than the required 202 spaces.
5. Parking lot setback of approximately 8’ instead of the 15’ minimum along Osage.
6. Dumpster located in the required side yard.
Staff Recommendation: Approval with conditions
(Note that a replacement of page 2 of the application is attached because the original printout
mysteriously cut off the first line of all three answers.)

BACKGROUND
The property at the southwest corner of Main Street and Osage has been vacant for many years. The
Tartan Realty Group (Chicago) purchased the property in 2006 in order to develop the site. (They own
701 S. Main, and they are the contract purchaser of the lots owned by the East Central Illinois Baptist
Association on Kingsley. See attached maps of the site.) In October 2006 Tartan brought forth a
development proposal for a 4-story building facing Main Street with commercial/restaurant on the first
floor and residential on the upper floors. The following variances from the Town’s zoning code were
approved:








Front yard setback (building) of 15’ rather than 25’ on Main Street.
Corner side yard setback (building) of 4’ rather than 25’ on Osage.
Overall site landscaping of 15% green space rather than 20%, with the developer also
landscaping the right-of-way along Osage Street and along Main Street (if permitted by IDOT)
and potentially incorporating a “green” (vegetated) roof on the building itself for additional green
space.
12’ landscaping screen along the parking lot on Osage rather than 15’.
Overall plantings less than code minimum.
63 parking spaces rather than the code-required 114 spaces with an ISU offer to permit student
residents to park in ISU’s remote lots.

In 2008 Tartan returned with a modified project with a design influenced by the goals of the Main Street
Plan and “Interim Design Guidelines,” which were in place at that time. The 2008 project included a 5story building facing Main Street with commercial on the first floor and residential on the upper floors. As
required by the interim guidelines, the building was to be built to LEED standards with features including
highly reflective pavement (to reduce the heat island effect), vegetated roof surfaces on much of the fifth
floor and on first-floor canopies, a parking lot bioswale (to provide storm water quality benefits), and
vertical bicycle storage for residents.
The following variances from the Town’s zoning code were approved:










Front yard setback of 10’3” rather than 25’ on Main Street.
Corner side yard setback of 0’ rather than 25’ on Osage.
Overall site landscaping of 7.7% rather than 20%.
1% interior parking lot landscaping rather than 7%.
Parking lot screening of 2.5’-7’ rather than 15’ along Kingsley and Osage.
Overall number of plantings and locations of trees.
Off street parking with100 restaurant parking spaces rather than the code-required 110 and 39
residential parking spaces rather than 80.
Dumpster enclosure located in the required corner side yard on Osage.
Building height of 67’4” rather than 65’.

For various reasons, the 2008 plan was never developed. And as you may know, the interim guidelines
are no longer in place along the Main Street Corridor.

CURRENT PROPOSAL AND REQUESTED VARIANCES
The current redevelopment proposal for the site includes two 5-story buildings, one facing Main Street
and one facing Osage. (The attached illustrations show the elevations. The façade facing Osage has
“The Flats on Osage” over the entrance; the façade facing Main has “The Flats on Main” over the
entrance.) Surface parking will be located between the buildings and on the first floor of a portion of the
west building. An enclosed portion of the west building facing Osage will house bicycle parking, a lobby,
and elevators. The building facing Main Street will have commercial space on the first floor with outdoor
patio areas facing Main. The upper four floors will have a mixture of 4-bedroom and 3-bedroom
residential units. The west building will have four floors of 4-bedroom residential units above the first
floor. In total, the project will have 200 bedrooms.
Building materials will be a mixture of masonry, glass, and cement board siding.
There are two accesses to the site, both from Osage. The parking area nearest the Main Street building
has 50 spaces for use by the commercial tenants. The parking area on the west half of the site includes
72 spaces for the residents. The under-building parking facing Kingsley will be screened by a half wall.
Note that these parking numbers are higher than the originally proposed number of parking spaces,
calling for 48 commercial and 70 residential spaces. Code-required parking for the site is 52 spaces for
the commercial space and 150 spaces for the residential units.
Overall site green space is approximately 10.64% where code requires at least 20%. Interior parking
landscaping is approximately 8.2% where code requires at least 7%. Within the parking lot, a large
interior parking lot island will be designed to provide “first flush” treatment to site stormwater prior to the
stormwater entering the under-pavement detention area. The Osage parking lot is screened by

approximately 8 feet of green space where code requires at least 15 feet. The parking lot adjacent to
Kingsley is screened by approximately 1 foot of green space where code requires at least 25 feet (a
transitional requirement due to the R-2 zoning to the west). A landscaping plan will be provided at the
public hearing.
The developer will build 6-foot-wide sidewalks along all right-of-way.
The developer intends to meet the LEED standards (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)
but not submit for formal designation. As part of the LEED design, the project will include the previously
mentioned indoor bicycle storage in the west building, highly reflective pavement, and vegetated roof on
areas not covered by mechanical equipment.
It is the intent of the developer to have the project designated as “Certified Housing” by Illinois State
University, but that determination has not yet been made. In order to be certified, the development must
have at least 200 beds. Town staff does not have any additional information about the certified housing
designation.
As proposed, the project requires the following list of variances:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

A 1-3.5’ transitional yard along Kingsley rather than the required 25’ based on the R-2
zoning adjacent to the west. (The parking area is approximately 1 foot from the property
line, and the building is approximately 3.5’ from the property line.)
A 13.67’ front yard setback along Main Street and a 0’ corner yard setback on Osage rather
than the 25’ setbacks required in B-1 zoning.
Deficient green space on the overall site (10.64% rather than 20%). (Contrary to the
variance application, a variance for interior parking lot landscaping is not required.)
Provision of 122 parking spaces rather than the required 202 spaces.
Parking lot setback of approximately 8’ instead of the 15’ minimum along Osage.
Dumpster located in the required side yard.

The developer will be available to answer questions about the proposed project during the public hearing.

ADJACENT ZONING AND SURROUNDING LAND USE
The property itself is zoned B-1 General Business and is surrounded to the north, east, and south by the
same zoning and complementary commercial uses. The property on the west side of Kingsley is zoned
R-2 Mixed Residential.

VARIANCE STANDARDS SECTION 15.12-4(D)
The Zoning Board of Appeals shall prepare findings of fact from the evidence adduced at the
administrative public hearing indicating the extent to which the following items are demonstrated:
1. Granting of the variance will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance and
will not be injurious to the neighborhood, or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.
2. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used under the conditions
allowed by the bulk, sign, or off-street parking and loading regulations of the zoning classification of the
property in question.

3. The plight of the owner is due to special circumstances.
Under Illinois state law and Town of Normal code, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall grant a variance
only if each of the above standards has been satisfied.

STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
Town staff finds the variances to meet the three part test. The site is in the midst of a very urban
environment and adjacent to the Illinois State University campus. The site is surrounded by commercial
businesses and high density housing to the north, south, and east. A state highway runs along the west
property line. The architectural style, building materials, and massing of the buildings is in keeping with
an urban environment. For these reasons, Town staff does not believe the variances will conflict with the
harmony and purpose of the zoning districts.
Regarding the ability of this property to yield a “reasonable return” without the variances, Town staff
believes the high cost of the property coupled with the high cost of infill development does impact the
financial feasibility of development without variances.
Finally, the site has special circumstances related to its being a very tight urban infill site, where it is
difficult to meet the code and develop in a dense urban fashion.
For similar reasons, the Zoning Board has in the past given variances to sites like McDonalds (parking),
Noodles/Potbelly (parking), and Foul Shots (parking).
Regarding the specific variances, Town staff offers the following:
1.

Transitional yard of 1-3.5’ along Kingsley rather than the required 25’. The adjacent
state highway (Kingsley) adequately buffers this site from the R-2 properties to the west.

2.

Front yard setback of 0-13.67’ rather than 25’ along Main and Osage. These shallow
setbacks coupled with ample building windows create a more dynamic pedestrian
environment.

3.

Overall landscape coverage of 10.64% rather than 20%. Although Town staff rarely
supports green space variances, there are three reasons to do so in this case. First, Town
staff is in the process of recommending that the properties surrounding the ISU campus (the
“Parking Impact Zone”) have green space requirements decreased to 15% based on the
reality that dense urban development occupies more than 80% of a site. Second, the
developer is committed to vegetated roofs on areas not occupied by mechanical units. This
will add green space and it will be the first example of a vegetated roof in the community.
Third, the green space provided will have high quality landscaping akin to what was planted
at the same developer’s project to the north (Potbelly’s/Noodles).

4.

Off street parking
a.
50 restaurant parking spaces rather than 52.
b.
72 residential parking spaces rather than 150.
This is easily the most serious variance requested and the aspect of the plan that differs
most from the previous two submittals. The Town Council recently decreased the parking
requirement within the Parking Impact Zone (in which this property is located) from 1 parking
space per bedroom to .75 parking spaces per bedroom. The proposed 72 spaces translates

to .36 spaces per bedroom. The developer had hoped to come to an agreement with the
owner of the Junction Place parking deck to the south in order to obtain some off-site
parking spaces; however, it is Town staff’s understanding that agreement had not been
reached. The developer will also make residents aware that as ISU students, they are
eligible to purchase a parking pass for the remote ISU lots located on Traders Circle.
5.

Parking lot screening of 8’ rather than 15’ along Osage. Based on the overall urban
design of the site, staff is supportive of the proposed screening area on the condition that a
decorative fence is installed along Osage in addition to the trees and shrubs shown.

6.

Locate a dumpster enclosure in the required corner side yard. This variance was
approved as part of the 2008 variance request.

In addition to the aforementioned points, Town staff finds two other reasons to be supportive of the
project.
First, the Tartan property furthers the goals of the Main Street Redevelopment Plan. The commercial
tenants will provide goods and services along a busy transportation corridor and near Illinois State
University. The residential units will also provide high-quality student housing in close proximity to the
campus.
Second, the quality of the building design and stormwater system will raise the bar for development along
the Main Street Corridor, similar to the impact of the attractive Potbelly’s/Noodles development to the
north. Furthermore, the use of a vegetated roof will provide a local example of an environmentally
sustainable building technique.
Recommendation
On balance, Town staff finds the proposed development to be an appropriate and positive contribution to
the renewal of the Main Street Corridor. However, as stated in the report, staff acknowledges that the
shortage of parking spaces on site will be an area of discussion. Staff would like to believe that many
residents will choose not to bring a vehicle given the proximity to campus and the bike-friendly features of
the site, but that will not be known until residents move in. The developer will bring to the public hearing
a representative of SAMI, the local management company in charge of operating the complex, in order to
address their proposed plan to deal with parking issues.
For the reasons set forth above, Town staff recommends in favor of all requested variances with the
following conditions:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Addition of a decorative fence along Osage
Installation of a vegetated roof where possible
Resubdivision of the property into one lot
Approval by the bank holding the mortgage on the western lots within the proposed development
(This is not an issue of concern for the ZBA; however, it should be included as a condition.)

Staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals proceed with the public hearing and following its findings
of fact, the Board shall determine whether the application has met all the three standards required for the
approval of the requests.

ZONING BOARD ACTION
____ Approved
____ Conditionally Approved
____ Denied
To all Applicant(s) - Please note that:
a.

The approved variation will expire within one year from the date of the Board decision if the applicant failed to obtain a
building permit (Section 15.12-5(E)(3)

b.

No application for variation which has been denied wholly or in part by the Zoning Board shall be submitted for a period of
one year from the date of said order of denial except on the grounds of error in the original proceedings or change of
conditions found to be valid by the Zoning Board of Appeals (Sec. 15.12-5(E)(2)

c.

Decisions of the Zoning Board of Appeal concerning a variation request in R-2, R-3A, R-3B, B-1, B-2, C-1, C-2, C-3, M-1,
and M-2 Zoning Districts shall be considered a provisional decision for a period of 10 days. During the 10-day provisional
period, any member of the Town Council may file in writing with the City Clerk a stay of decision. This provision gives the
Council the opportunity to review the action of the Zoning Board and render a final decision, which may only be reviewed
in the courts in accordance with the applicable statutes and law of the State of Illinois. Please see Sec. 15.12-5(E)(1)(a) of
the Zoning Code for additional information.
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VARIATION STANDARDS (Attach Separate Page if Necessary):
1. The granting of the variation will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Zoning Code
and will not be injurious to the neighborhood, or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.

believe the proposed development is the proper scale in relation to the other recent development to the south, as well as
EXPLAIN: We
___________________________________________________________________________________
the
remaining surrounding areas. The development is designed to meet the requirements set forth by ISU for University approved housing,
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
but
meets only the minimum requirement of 200 beds in an attempt minimize the impact of the size and scale of the buildings relative to the
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
size
of the site. Additionally, we believe the long term planning objectives in regards to height, design, and density for the Main Street corridor
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
support the proposed project.

2.

The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the
conditions allowed by bulk, sign, or off-street and loading regulations of the zoning classification
of the property in question.
The land parcel can be developed as a single story retail building which is a gross underutilization of the land considering the
EXPLAIN: ___________________________________________________________________________________
proximity
to ISU’s campus and their future need for student housing. To properly utilize the site, current code would require additional land
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
to
be purchased for parking which moves the return below an acceptable level. We have also analyzed the possibility of building a parking
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
deck
and again the extraordinary cost, as well as site limitations render that possibility unprofitable.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

3.

The plight of the owner is due to special circumstances. (circumstances that prevent the
property – not the structure of the property from meeting the minimum required by Code)
The parcel is small, just under one acre, and insufficient to provide dedicated parking for all the residential units and the
EXPLAIN: ___________________________________________________________________________________
retail
tenants.
We believe that the proximity of this site to ISU’s campus, coupled with indoor bike storage, will encourage residents to
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
walk
and ride bikes in lieu of vehicular transportation/parking, which also supports the objective of the long term plans for the Main Street
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
corridor.
We believe there is ample off-site parking to accommodate the remainder of residents in the residential component of the project.

HAS A PREVIOUS VARIATION BEEN REQUESTED? YES or NO

9/28/2006 & 6/19/2008
DATE REQUEST WAS MADE: _________________________________________
APPROVED OR DENIED
REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS (Twenty-Two (22) Copies of the Following)
1.

2.

Attach Twenty –Two (22) copies of a plot plan drawn to scale, noting the scale used, showing the
actual size and shape of the lot or property; location, ground area, dimensions and identification
of use of all existing and proposed buildings and structures and dimensions of front, side and
rear yards. PLEASE NOTE: If plot plan is on 8 ½ x 11” paper, you need only attach the original
and additional copies will be made with your application.
_________________________________________________________________________________________

3.

_________________________________________________________________________________________

CERTIFICATION BY THE APPLICANT
I certify all the information contained in this application form or any attachments, documents, or plans
submitted herewith are true to the best of my knowledge and belief.
_____________________________________________________________
APPLICANT SIGNATURE

____________________
DATE

CERTIFICATION BY PROPERTY OWNER
I certify that I am the owner of the property, which is subject of this request. The applicant has received
my approval to proceed with this request.
_____________________________________________________________
OWNER SIGNATURE

____________________
DATE

You will be notified of the date and time of the Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting. You and/or your
representative must be present at the meeting and be prepared to present your case to the Zoning Board
of Appeals. If you and/or your representative are not present, the Commission may not hear your request.

100 E. Phoenix Avenue – Normal, Illinois 61761
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Zoning Board of Appeals
Greg Troemel, Zoning Code Administrator
Zoning Code Challenge
May 12, 2010

As set forth in the attached public notice, Kristie Embry is challenging a recent interpretation of the
zoning code relating to the application of the Parking Impact Zone regulations. The challenge arose as a
result of my application of the PIZ regulations to 1010 South Main at your March 18, 2010 meeting, at
which time you were informed that no waivers or variations were needed for the proposed four-story
building. Ms. Embry believes my code interpretation was incorrect and that a waiver or variation is
required for the four-story building. She argues that a portion of the parcel south of vacated Church
Street is outside of the PIZ and, therefore, the building height is limited to two stories.
Sec. 15.12-3 establishes the authority of the ZBA to modify the zoning administrator’s code
interpretation where the zoning administrator has either misinterpreted or erroneously applied the
provisions of the zoning code. Keep in mind that the discussion of my code interpretation does not
impact the previous approval of the 1010 South Main special use.
I based my opinion that the entire 1010 South Main parcel lies within the Parking Impact Zone on the
published zoning map for the town. This map, which is published annually, shows the entire 1010 South
Main parcel lying within the Parking Impact Zone. The PIZ allows a building of 4 stories instead of 2
stories for land zoned R-3A. Although 1010 South Main is zoned B-1, the special use standards for
residential dwellings in the B-1 district state that the height requirements for R-3A property applies to
parcels located within 100 feet of single family zoning districts. Therefore, I applied the R-3A building
height standards as modified by the Parking Impact Zone regulations (4 stories instead of 2).
Furthermore, the zoning code in Sec. 15.5-2 establishes that the use of the published Zoning Map
creates a rebuttable presumption as to the zoning status of the land.
It has recently come to my attention that there is a discrepancy between the town zoning map and the
zoning code Parking Impact Zone description in Sec. 15.7-4(B). The zoning code defines the PIZ as only
that portion of the 1010 South Main parcel located north of Church Street. Consequently, Ms. Embry
believes the portion of 1010 South Main south of Church Street to be outside of the PIZ. My
interpretation does not coincide with Ms. Embry’s. I have traditionally treated parcels as a unified unit
for purposes of applying building setbacks, building code regulations, and tap-on fees. Where lots are
combined under unified control, the combined lots are treated as one for building purposes. For
instance, no yard setbacks were listed as required variations or waivers even though the proposed
buildings for 1010 South Main crossed the underlying old lot lines. Where a portion of a unified building

parcel is subject to a tap-on fee, that fee is imposed against the entire unified parcel. Given this practice
of treating a building lot as a unified whole, it is my interpretation that the PIZ applies to the entire
property. Therefore, there is no need for a height waiver or variation for a 4 story building on the 1010
south main parcel.
In a consistent manner, I also applied the more stringent PIZ parking regulations to the entire property.
Thus, the entire development is required to have .75 parking spaces per bedroom. Were the site
outside of the PIZ, the site would only need 2 parking spaces per apartment regardless of the number of
bedrooms.
My interpretation of the code as applied to 1010 S. Main is consistent with the definition of “Lot” found
in the zoning code. Lot is defined as a “parcel of land occupied, or intended to be occupied, by a main
building or a group of buildings… A Lot may or may not be specifically designated as such on public
records.”
My interpretation is also consistent with Sec. 15.4-1 of the zoning code, which requires that when
conditions imposed by any provision of this Code are either more or less restrictive than conditions
imposed by any other provisions of the...Code, or…law… or regulation applicable to property or the use
of property…the regulation which is more restrictive or which imposes the higher standard or
requirement shall govern.
If it is determined that the Parking Impact Zone boundaries are strictly controlled by the written
description in Sec. 15.7-4(B), there are other properties that will be bisected by the boundary line and
forced to comply in part with PIZ requirements and in part with the non-PIZ requirements. The attached
illustration shows which properties would be affected. Take, for example, the residential lots on the
north end of the PIZ between School Street and University Court. If the PIZ is strictly defined by the
written description, 4 lots would have the PIZ applied to only part of the lot. (The illustration also shows
several properties which are errantly not shown to be within the PIZ although they are included in the
written description.)
I believe my interpretation of the code as applied to 1010 S. Main is correct and request the ZBA affirm
my decision. Additionally, Town staff recommends the Zoning Board of Appeals request that Town
Council initiate a zoning map and zoning code amendment to clarify these issues for future property
owners.
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