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Accessibility Statement 
The City is committed to providing equal access to information. However, despite our 
efforts, at times, portions of our board and commission packets are not accessible for 
some individuals.  
 
If you encounter difficulties accessing material in this packet, please contact Anna 
Killion-Hanson at the Housing and Neighborhood Development Department at 
anna.killionhanson@bloomington.in.gov or 813-349-3582 and provide your name, 
contact information, and a link to or description of the document or web page you are 
having problems with.  
 
Auxiliary aids for people with disabilities are available upon request with adequate 
notice. Please call 812-349-3429 or email, human.rights@bloomington.in.gov. 
 

Procedure for Certificates of Appropriateness and Demolition Delays 

For each item the Historic Preservation Program Manager will first present a staff 
report. We will then hear if the Petitioner has any additional information, followed by a 
round of questions from each Commissioner. We ask that petitioners, the public, and 
Commissioners refrain from speaking until addressed by the Chair, unless a question is 
directly addressed to them. If a member of the public or a petitioner wishes to 
comment, please raise your hand until recognized by the Chair. Once a motion is made 
we will then open up a discussion of the item for Members of the Commission. We 
encourage all Commissioners, Petitioners, and members of the public to be civil and 
respectful at all times.  



Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission Meeting 
Thursday April 10th, 2025, 5:00 P.M. 

 
In Person:  

The McCloskey Room, 401 N Morton St., Ste. 135, Bloomington, IN 47404  
Zoom: Housing & Neighborhood Development is inviting you to a scheduled Zoom meeting. 

Join Zoom Meeting 
https://bloomington.zoom.us/j/84269673454?pwd=dupS9LsxFZck6JsGNk3Yh6CNCCv6LS.1 

 
Meeting ID: 842 6967 3454 

Passcode: 711912 

AGENDA 
 

The City is committed to providing equal access to information. However, despite our efforts, at times, 
portions of our board and commission packets are not accessible for some individuals. If you encounter 
difficulties accessing material in this packet, please contact Anna Killion-Hanson at the Housing and 
Neighborhood Development Department at anna.killionhanson@bloomington.in.gov or 812-349-3577 and 
provide your name, contact information, and a link to or description of the document or web page you are 
having problems with. Auxiliary aids for people with disabilities are available upon request with adequate 
notice. Please call 812-349-3429 or email human.rights@bloomington.in.gov.  
 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
II. ROLL CALL 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
A. March 27th     

IV. CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS 

Staff Review 
A. COA 25-18 

515 S Hawthorne Dr (Elm Heights HD) 
Kathleen Bethell 
Tree removal 

B. COA 25-19 

523 W 7th St (Near West Side HD) 
Jay Kincaid 
Front picket fence, rear privacy fence, and solar panels 

Commission Review 
C. COA 25-15 

1104 N Grant St (Garden Hill HD) 

https://bloomington.zoom.us/j/84269673454?pwd=dupS9LsxFZck6JsGNk3Yh6CNCCv6LS.1
mailto:joh.zody@bloomington.in.gov
mailto:human.rights@bloomington.in.gov


Tyler Martin 
New construction 

D. COA 25-16 

1101 N Lincoln St (Garden Hill HD) 
Sherri Hillenburg 
New construction at site of non-contributing house 

E. COA 25-17 

807 W 8th St (Near West Side HD) 
Stephanie Downey 
Replacement of metal porch posts with turned wood posts, replacement of 
vertical siding with horizontal cement board clapboard, replacement of 
unoriginal windows with new size 

F. COA 25-20 

324 S Rogers St (Garden Hill HD) 
Jamie Galvan 
Replacement of aluminum siding with matching LP siding, repair of 
damaged chimney, construct balcony on north gable, replacement of 
windows and doors with matching configuration 

G. COA 25-21 

702 W Kirkwood Ave (Near West Side HD) 
Simon Ladd 
Replacement windows with different pane configuration 

H. COA 25-22 

510 W Allen St (McDoel HD) 
Karen E. Ellis 
Second story addition on rear garage 

V. DEMOLITION DELAY 
A. DD 25-06 

720 S High St (Outbuilding) 
Leo Pilachowski 

VI. OLD BUSINESS 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Historic District Subcommittee recap 
VIII. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

IX. PUBLIC COMMENTS  
X. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
Next meeting date is April 24th, 2025 at 5:00 P.M. and will be held in a hybrid manner, both 

in person and via Zoom.  



 
 
 

 

Bloomington Historic Preservation 
Commission Meeting Minutes - March 27, 

2025 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order by Commission Chair Sam DeSollar at 5:00 p.m.  
 
ROLL CALL - Parties in Attendance are listed below: 
 

Commissioners:  
Jack Baker 
Duncan Campbell, Advisory 
Ernesto Castaneda 
Reynard Cross  
Sam DeSollar 
Melody Deusner 
Karen Duffy, Advisory 
Jeremy Hackerd 

Staff:   
Noah Sandweiss, HPC Program Manager  
Margie Rice, Corporation Counsel  
Anna Killion-Hanson, HAND Director 
Tonda Radewan, HAND Staff Liaison 

Guests/Public:  
Neal Heidler, for Petitioner Joseph Heidler 
Phil Worthington - Garden Hill Neighborhood District 
Kerry Slough - Garden Hill Neighborhood District 
Tyler Martin - Petitioner 
Ernest Xi, for Petitioner Tyler Martin 
Brandon Sturgis, for Petitioner Apex Home Services 
Chris Sturbaum - Public (Virtual) 
Xavier Grey - Public (Virtual) 
Chanhyuk Lee - Public (Virtual) 
 



 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Ernesto Castenada made a Motion to Approve the minutes from the March 13, 2025 meeting. 
Jeremy Hackerd seconded. Motion carried 5-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 

Commission Vice-Chair Jeremy Hackerd read the Procedural Statement for Certificates of 
Appropriateness and Demolition Delays. Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS (COA) 
 
Staff Review 
 
COA 25-13 
1122 S Rogers St (McDoel Gardens HD) 
Petitioner: Joseph W. Heidler 
Solar panel installation on roof and garage 
 
Noah Sandweiss gave the staff presentation on the Petitioner’s request noting that 
Staff approves COA 25-13 and that comments from the McDoel Gardens Design Review 
Committee recommend approval of the plan which is similar to other installations nearby in the 
district. Please see Meeting Packet for details.  
 
Neal Heidler, for Petitioner Joseph Heidler, was present to answer questions. 
 
Staff Review 
 
COA 25-14 
1100 E 2nd St (Elm Heights HD) 
Petitioner: Apex Home Services 
Installation of exterior range hood 
 
Noah Sandweiss gave the staff presentation on the Petitioner’s request noting that 
Staff approves COA 25-14 and that the Elm Heights Design Review Committee has not offered 
any objections to the proposal. Please see Meeting Packet for details.  
 
Brandon Sturgis, for Petitioner Apex Home Services, joined the meeting virtually after this 
COA had concluded, noting internet connection issues. 
 
Commission Review 
 



COA 25-15 
1104 N Grant St (Garden Hill HD) 
Petitioner: Tyler Martin 
New construction 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request for construction of a new 
two story house noting that on 11/14/24 the HPC approved the demolition of a non contributing 
building at this location, that the owner’s petition for a new build submitted for the 12/12/24 HPC 
meeting was withdrawn when it did not receive a recommendation and since that time the owner 
has been communicating with the District Design Review Committee to come up with a new 
design to meet district guidelines.  
Sandweiss reported that Staff recommends approval of COA 25-15  
Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Sandweiss added that he received a neighborhood comment on the new design that was 
resubmitted which said that something is missing on the west side but the front of the house 
looks good, the meeting with the Petitioner went well and the Petitioner said he would replace 
the three trees. The commenter wished the proposal would be more specific about the west side 
facing Grant St, as it looks plain, but it is a lot better than it looked before, so no real complaints 
are present. 
 
Petitioner Tyler Martin was present and added that the new plan was cut by 40% in length and 
adjustments have been made to the roofline and front porch based on the feedback received. 
He said it was a good meeting with the neighborhood and is trying to acquiesce with every step. 
The Petitioner added that the plan in the packet is a rough draft and the windows won’t be 
black. 
 

Commissioner Questions: 
 
 

• Reynard Cross asked Noah Sandweiss if there is a restriction in the guidelines 
regarding imitation grain. Sandweiss responded that the neighborhood guidelines 
regarding materials state that no products imitating the grain of wood should be 
used. 

 
 

• Sam DeSollar asked about lap siding, noting that the Louisiana Pacific website 
lists availability only in cedar grain. Ernest Xi, for the Petitioner, responded that 
the lap siding is available in smooth as a special order. 

 
 

• Sam DeSollar referred to the rear facade of the civil engineer’s site plan and 
asked about the sidewalk dead-ending in the middle of a blank elevation. Ernest 
Xi, for the Petitioner, responded that it was likely a mistake from Smith Design, 
and explained that the sidewalk goes from the parking area to the West entrance. 

 
Public Questions/Comments: 



 
 

• Phil Worthington, from Garden Hill Neighborhood District, stated that he met 
with the Petitioner and appreciates what he has done on the front of the house 
and with the project so far. Worthington said that it would be better for the 
neighbors to have the main entrance way & louder activity facing south and was 
hoping that the Petitioner could plant evergreens and/or native plants on the 
west side of the structure. Worthington also said that he wished the City didn’t 
allow five bedroom structures as they've been a disaster in terms of nuisance. 

 
Jack Baker made a Motion to Deny COA 25-15 which goes against staff recommendation. 
Jeremy Hackerd seconded for the purpose to allow discussion.  
 
Commissioner Comments: 
 
 

• Jack Baker said that it has come a long way from the original plan and he is pleased 
with that, however it does not fit with the original houses of the neighborhood. Baker said 
that although the look isn't bad for the kind of house, it is allowing new construction 
which is not historic preservation. Baker commented that the HPC is doing what the Plan 
Commission isn't able to in regards to compliance of doors, windows and other design 
elements in context of the neighborhood and is sad to see the neighborhood 
transitioning into a commercial development rather than the original neighborhood. 

 
 

• Jeremy Hackerd said he agrees with the observation that the design  matches a 
couple of the newer houses that are slightly outside of the district but doesn’t match 
a lot of the historic homes within the district. 

 
 

• Duncan Campbell commented that the issue with new construction, which is never 
going to be historic preservation, is whether there is adequate compatibility. He 
agrees that the neighborhood is radically changed, which changes the concept of 
compatibility, and doesn’t have much objection to the resubmitted plan as it is better 
than most of the multi-family construction in the neighborhood.  

 
Duncan Campbell added that he is not sure what we're protecting here anymore and 
his preference would have been to not tear the existing house down but it had 
already been so significantly altered that preservation of it would be a complete redo 
and probably cost almost as much as building this new house. Campbell concluded 
by saying the days from the 1980 Master Plan are gone, we have overridden just 
about all those good ideas in the meantime and can't do anything about it. He 
observed that the HPC has been consistent in the approval of enlarging existing 
structures and that keeping the neighborhoods vital sometimes requires enlarging 
the spaces for more bedrooms, garages, etc. Campbell concluded by saying that he 
is impressed that the owner has collaborated with the neighborhood and is 



attempting to do something more compatible and is not inclined to send him back to 
do it again. 

 
 

• Ernesto Castenada said that he agreed that there is not much of the original 
neighborhood left to compare and asked for clarification on the drawings and if they 
were indicating a slab on grade foundation or if there was going to be a crawl 
space. The Petitioner responded that it is fairly low grade and will be a closed 
space, likely a split face, and asked if the HPC had a preference. Castenada 
responded that a crawl space would be preferred for maintenance and access to 
plumbing, plus would look better. 

• Sam DeSollar commented that the Petitioner has done a lot with this proposal to 
comply with guidelines, the plan does well on setbacks, the language of the house 
seems very Arts and Crafts and he is glad they are considering a crawl space. 
DeSollar added that he thinks the guidelines are fairly well written and in terms of 
context this means looking at adjacent contributing properties, which are single 
story or story and a half. DeSollar said he’s not concerned about the footprint, and if 
the Petitioner was willing to boost up the porch the arrangement of the entrances 
should work, however he wants to see an updated  site plan that takes the revisions 
into consideration and the height is problematic. DeSollar concluded by saying that 
he thinks it's an incredibly well detailed building, and he’s happy that the Petitioner 
went and talked to the neighborhood.  

 
Public Comments: 

• Chris Sturbaum said that the HPC is protecting the overall character of this 
neighborhood and it is a privilege to be able to do this fine line design control with 
the awareness of not getting too caught up on some of the details. Sturbaum said 
that understanding the role in each neighborhood is different and we could have 
seen a worse project without the conditions presented in the neighborhood 
guidelines. He concluded by suggesting that the HPC tell the Petitioner that he has 
done a nice job of listening to the recommendations and trying to do a good job of 
executing this project. 
Note: Commission Chair Sam DeSollar allowed for public comments at this time. 
Typically public comments would be heard after Commissioner comments have 
concluded. 

 
Commissioner Comments (continued): 

• Reynard Cross commented that he is torn on making a decision and asked for 
clarification on the comments made by Noah Sandweiss and Sam DeSollar related to 
mass and height of the typical houses in the neighborhood.  
DeSollar responded that the majority of the typical houses in the neighborhood are 
single story or story and a half and there are a couple of 2 story houses in the 
neighborhood that are contributing and there is one house immediately to the North that 
is contributing, which is a ranch. 
Sandweiss responded that each floor is approximately a thousand square feet which is 
fairly similar to the surrounding contributing buildings and a couple of the non 
contributing buildings on the block are a lot larger than that, which is not recommended. 
Sandweiss referred to the neighborhood guidelines on height noting that both of the 



buildings to the east are approximately the height of the proposed new construction, 
however they are non contributing, and there are several places in the district guidelines 
referencing that context is related to contributing buildings.Sandweiss pointed out that 
this was one of his concerns with the previous design which had a much larger mass. 

• Reynard Cross requested that Noah Sandweiss comment on how the 
proposal  compares to the contributing buildings and asked how the mass of the 
Petitioner’s planned build, on a corner lot, is appropriate under the neighborhood 
guidelines. Sandweiss shared a google maps view of the lot for the proposed build 
and neighboring properties to provide a visual of the immediate context. 

• Sam DeSollar said that the lot being on the lower end of the slope may mitigate the 
issue, but understands the concern. Sandweiss added that most of the contributing 
houses are single story and a couple of the notable ones are two stories. 

• Jack Baker commented that he appreciates everything said by all the 
Commissioners and the developer, of which some he is in agreement and some not, 
however what is primary to him is to be true to the neighborhood which consists of 
contributing houses that are single story and story and a half, so he still finds this 
building inappropriate for the neighborhood. 

• Corporation Counsel Margie Rice, on behalf of the City Legal Dept, asked Jack 
Baker for the specific criteria from the 11 in the local code that the Petitioner’s 
proposal does not meet for the purposes of the record. Jack Baker responded that 
massing of this house compared with massing of the original houses in the 
neighborhood, the smaller contributing houses.  
Margie Rice said she wanted to make sure that we're clear on what the factors are 
for the record and asked if the height was a problem. Jack Baker said yes.  
Margie Rice asked if there was a problem with the proportion of the building’s front 
facade. Jack Baker said yes, it’s the height compared to the contributing buildings 
in the neighborhood. Baker added that this design is not relevant to the contributing 
houses of the neighborhood and though it is not a bad design, it is different from 
what is in the neighborhood and aligns with the other commercial houses, which we 
should not be looking at contextually as a commission. 
Sam Desollar agreed that the HPC shouldn’t be considering the commercial 
houses and that it is in the guidelines that those aren’t used as context and 
commented that what he was hearing is that height and massing are the issues.  
Jack Baker stated that those (height and massing) would be his prime issues. 

 
A vote was taken on the Motion to Deny COA 25-15 which ended in a split vote 3-3-0 (Yes-No-
Abstain), therefore the Motion to Deny failed. 
 

Discussion ensued between the Commissioners to determine the best course of action 
to take on this COA for the Petitioner to make alterations to his proposal to include the 
following recommendations : 

 
 

• Adjustments related to the height of the porch to the site plan that includes the 
backyard, parking lot and sidewalk placement. (DeSollar) 

• Additional information on the foundation, with preference for a crawl space. 
(Castaneda) 



• Revisions to bring the roof line down so it is closer to a one and a half story 
building (Baker, Campbell & Cross) 

 
Sam DeSollar made a Motion to Continue COA 25-15 to the next HPC Meeting to allow time for 
the Petitioner to submit a revised plan taking into consideration revisions suggested by the 
HPC. Jeremy Hackerd seconded. Motion carried 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain). 
 

COA 25-16 
1101 N Lincoln St (Garden Hill HD) 
Petitioner: Sheri Hillenburg 
New construction at site of non-contributing house 
 
COA 25-16 was tabled by default due to the Petitioner not being present. Noah Sandweiss 
reported that the Petitioner contacted him requesting that this item be continued so she can 
submit a new plan. This COA will be continued to the next HPC meeting.  

OLD BUSINESS 

Outstanding Violations: Noah Sandweiss provided a report to the Commission on the status of 
past and new violations which included prior action taken and proposed next steps, noting that 
most violations from 2020 through 2023 have been resolved.  

Sandweiss provided detail on the properties with open/ongoing items and there was discussion 
among the Commissioners and Corporation Counsel, Margie Rice on what action can be taken 
regarding prosecution of ordinance violations based on provisions in the code. HAND Director 
Anna-Killion Hanson added that Title 8 (the code related to Historic Prevervation) does not have 
the same prescribed path for violations that title 6 (trash, grass/mowing, snow removal, etc.) 

NEW BUSINESS 

Historic District Subcommittee Meetings will be taking place the 1st Thursday of the month 
at 4pm at the Monroe County History Center. In addition to the Public Notice, an invitation has 
gone out via email to those within the City who have expressed an interest in attending. For the 
upcoming meeting on April 3rd one topic of discussion is the proposed Maple Heights Historic 
District Guidelines. (Sandweiss) 
 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

Commission Chair Sam DeSollar commented that the Commission has some procedures to 
work through and that he is  looking forward to working with HAND Director Anna-Killion 
Hanson and the City Legal Department to get the HPC’s reporting and Notice of Violation 
mechanism in place. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS - NONE 
 
ADJOURNMENT 



 
Commission Chair Sam DeSollar adjourned the meeting at 6:18pm 
 

A video record of this meeting is available on the City of Bloomington YouTube 
Channel 

https://www.youtube.com/@city bloomington 
 

For a transcript click on "videos" select more and then "show transcript" 
 

Cats - Community Access Televison Services 
https://catstv.net/m.php?q=14406 

 
The next regular meeting date of the HPC is Thursday April 10, 2025 at 5:00 P.M. and will be held in a 

hybrid manner, both in person and via Zoom.  
 

More information about the Historic Preservation Commission can be found here: 
https://bloomington.in.gov/boards/historic-preservation 

  

https://www.youtube.com/@citybloomington


STAFF APPROVAL  Address: 515 S Hawthorne Dr (Elm Heights HD) 

COA 25-18 Petitioner: Kathleen Bethel 

Start Date: 3/25/2025 Parcel: 53-08-04-102-044.000-009 

RATING: CONTRIBUTING c. 1940 Garrison style home 

 

Background: This 1935 colonial-revival garrison house has two mature oak trees in 
the front yard. The northern tree has been inspected recently, and several health 
problems that could damage the tree and surrounding buildings have been identified.  
Request: Removal of sick mature pin oak tree in front yard. 
 



Guidelines: Elm Heights Historic District 

I. Removal of a mature tree that is visible from the public right-of-way. 

A mature tree is: 

a) a shade tree whose trunk is twelve inches in diameter or larger, 

b) an ornamental tree whose trunk is four inches in diameter or fifteen feet 
high, or 

c) an evergreen tree whose trunk is eight inches in diameter or fifteen feet 
high. 

• A COA is not required to remove a dead tree. Consult with the City staff 
person to the Historic Preservation Commission regarding diseased, dying, or 
infested trees. 

• A COA is not required to remove an invasive tree as defined in the City of 
Bloomington Tree Care Manual. 

• When replanting, refer to the City of Bloomington Tree Care Manual for 
recommendations. 

• Retain historic landscape edging; do not introduce historically inappropriate 
edging materials and colors. 

• Selective removal of mature trees to allow solar installations may be 
considered on a case-by-case basis 

Staff approves COA 25-18 

While the trunks of healthy oak trees can hollow with age and this tree is still 
sprouting foliage, the report and visual evidence presented show several 
factors that endanger the tree and surrounding properties including large 
dead or dying limbs, root rot, and rotting trunk cavities. Considering the risk 
that this tree poses to the surrounding properties and its numerous health 
issues, removal of the tree is an appropriate remedy. 

 



  

 



 



 









 

  



STAFF APPROVAL  Address: 523 W 7th St (Near West Side HD) 

COA 25-19 Petitioner: Jennifer and Jay Kincaid 

Start Date: 3/26/2025 Parcel: 53-05-32-413-080.000-005 

RATING: NON-CONTRIBUTING 2025 two story bungalow 

 
Background: In August 2024 the Historic Preservation Commission approved COA 24-
28 proposing the construction of a new home on an empty lot in the Near West Side 
Historic District. The petitioners had indicated a desire to build fences and install solar 
panels although these plans would have to wait pending further considerations. Now 
that the applicants are prepared to present a plan for these additions they are 
returning to the HPC for review. 
Request:  

We are requesting approval to install a 6-foot high fence along part of the west side of 
the property facing Jackson Street, where a 4-foot fence would otherwise be the 
height limit.  A 6-foot fence is already permitted and will be installed on the east side 
and rear side of the property. (See accompanying site plan.)  We request permission 
for a 6-foot fence to continue around the rest of the backyard in order to address 
several important concerns related to security, privacy, and aesthetics. 

First, the fence will serve as a necessary barrier to protect our vegetable garden from 
the local deer population, which frequently damages plants and disrupts landscaping 



efforts. A taller fence is essential to effectively deter them and maintain the integrity of 
our outdoor space. 

Additionally, the fence will provide a practical solution for concealing trash cans from 
public view, ensuring a cleaner and more aesthetically pleasing streetscape that 
aligns with community standards. 

More importantly, the 6-foot fence will enhance the security of our property by creating 
a defined boundary in the backyard that discourages trespassing since a 4-foot fence 
is much easier to climb over. The front yard and side yard along the porch would have 
a shorter picket fence so it is just the backyard that would have a more private area, 
enhancing safety and security.  

Furthermore, our property is directly across the street from the two-story church 
property on Jackson Street including a building with residences, as well as individuals 
seeking shelter on the church steps. There are often people congregating in close 
proximity, increasing foot traffic near our home. Without a 6-foot fence, there is a 
direct line of sight into our backyard and living spaces, impacting our family's privacy. 
This is a unique situation in the neighborhood along a narrow street putting more 
people in the immediate vicinity than would otherwise be present on a residential 
block.  

Given these considerations, we respectfully request approval for this installation and 
appreciate your time and thoughtful consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jenny and Jay Kincaid 

Guidelines: Near West Side Historic District 

SUSTAINABILITY 

RECOMMENDED 

● Locate solar panels on the house roof at the same pitch as the existing 
roof. Position close to the roof surface and as inconspicuous as possible. 
Alternatively, place solar panels in the backyard or on the garage roof. 
Creative use and placement of alternative energy sources is encouraged. 

● If necessary, install at elevations not significantly above the roof surface. 
Install so as to be as inconspicuous as possible while still functional. 

FENCES 

RECOMMENDED 

1. Maintaining original limestone retaining walls 



2. New retaining walls are limestone 

3. Wood or wire fencing is appropriate 

4. Front yard fencing 4’ or lower in height 

5. Picket fences 

6. Vertical board privacy fence behind the front building wall 

NOT RECOMMENDED: 

1. Chain link fences in front of the front building wall 

2. Plastic or vinyl fencing 

3. Decorative wrought iron 

Staff approves COA 25-19 

In the Near West Side, fences and rooftop solar panels are generally handled 
as staff review. The 4’ picket fence in front of the house and 6’ vertical board 
privacy fence in the rear meet district guidelines, and the proposed rooftop 
solar panels are located in an inconspicuous rear location. 

 



 





 



 



 







 

  



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 1104 N Grant St (Garden Hill HD) 

COA 25-15 Petitioner: Tyler Martin 

Start Date: 3/13/2025 Parcel: 53-05-33-203-007.000-005 

RATING: NON-CONTRIBUTING Significantly altered 1940 minimal ranch 

 

Background:  
On November 14th 2024, the Historic Preservation Commission voted to approve the 
demolition of a non-contributing building at 1104 N Grant St. Subsequently, the 
property owner submitted a petition for a new build for the December 12th meeting of 
the HPC, which was withdrawn when it did not receive a recommendation. The owner 
of the lot has communicated with the District Design Review Committee in the 
following months to come up with a new design to meet district guidelines. 
Request:  
New construction of two-story house. The proposal calls for the use of asphalt shingle 
roofing, 7” reveal LP siding, double hung vinyl windows, and painted wooden posts 
and brackets. 

Guidelines: Garden Hill HD 

CONTEXT FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION 

Standards and guidelines serve as aids in designing new construction that 
relates sensitively to the surrounding context. Therefore, the most important 
first step in designing new construction in any historic district is to determine 
just what that context is. “Contributing” properties are important to the 



density and continuity of the historic neighborhood, but are not individually 
outstanding or notable architecturally. These classifications will be available 
on-line. Each property in the Garden Hill Study Area is described. 

Each site presents a unique context. This is comprised of “contributing” 
buildings immediately adjacent, the nearby area (often the surrounding 
block), a unique sub-area within the district, and the district as a whole. 

2. ISOLATED LOT. This is usually a single vacant lot (sometimes two very 
small lots combined) which exists in a highly developed area with very few if 
any other vacant lots in view. 

Context: The existing contributing buildings immediately adjacent and in the 
same block, and the facing block provide a very strong context to which any 
new construction must primarily relate. 

MATERIALS 

RECOMMENDED 

1. Building materials, whether natural or manmade, should be visually 
compatible with surrounding historic buildings. 

2. When hardboard or concrete board siding is used to simulate wood 
clapboard siding, it should reflect the general directional and dimensional 
characteristics found historically in the neighborhood. No products imitating 
the “grain” of wood should be used. 

3. Brick, limestone, clapboard, cement board, wood, shingles and stucco are 
appropriate materials. 

SETBACK 

1. A new building’s setback should conform to the set-back pattern 
established by the existing block context. If the development standards for 
the particular zoning district do not allow appropriate setbacks, a variance 
may be needed. 

2. On corner sites, the setbacks from both streets must conform to the 
context. 

3. Structures that are much closer or further from the street than the vast 
majority of houses in a given block should not be used to determine 
appropriate setback. 

BUILDING ENTRY 

Entrances may characteristically be formal or friendly, recessed or flush, 
grand or common place, narrow or wide. New buildings should reflect a 



similar sense of entry to that which is expressed by surrounding historic 
buildings. 

SPACING 

New construction that reflects and reinforces the spacing found in its block. 
New construction should maintain the perceived regularity or lack of 
regularity of spacing on the block. 

HEIGHT 

1. Generally, the height of a new building should fall within a range set by the 
highest and lowest contiguous buildings if the block has uniform heights. 
Uncharacteristically high or low buildings should not be considered when 
determining the appropriate range. 

2. Cornice heights, porch heights and foundation heights in the same block 
face and opposing block face should be considered when designing new 
construction. 

3. Consider the grade of the lot against the grade of the adjacent sidewalk as 
well as the grade of the adjacent neighbor. 

HEIGHT AND SETBACK 

1. A new house of the same height as existing houses may be as close to 
them as they are to each other. 

2. A new house which is taller than the house next to it must be set back 
further from the side property line than existing houses. 

OUTLINE 

1. The basic outline of a new building, including general roof shape, should 
reflect building outlines typical of the area. 

2. The outline of new construction should reflect the directional orientations 
characteristic of the existing building in its context. 



 
MASS 

1. The total mass and site coverage of a new building should be consistent 
with surrounding buildings. 

2. The massing of the various parts of a new building should be 
characteristic of surrounding buildings. 

FOUNDATION/FIRST FLOOR ELEVATION 

New construction first floor elevation and foundation height should be 
consistent with contiguous buildings. 

FENESTRATION 

1. Creative expression with fenestration is not precluded provided the result 
does not conflict with or draw attention from surrounding historic buildings 

2. Windows and doors should be arranged on the building so as not to 
conflict with the basic fenestration pattern in the area. 

3. The basic proportions of glass to solid which is found on surrounding 
contributing buildings should be reflected in new construction. 

4. Window openings should reflect the basic proportionality and directionality 
of those typically found on surrounding historic buildings. 



Staff recommends approval of COA 25-15 

Materials: The proposed materials including LP siding (provided it does not 
have an imitation grain), brick veneer, asphalt roof shingles, and painted 
wood architectural details are consistent with district guidelines. 

Setback: The 30’ front setback matches that of the neighboring house and 
other buildings on the block. Likewise the 15’ side setback matches the 
nearby buildings on Grant. Being the same height as the neighboring 
buildings on the block it can be located as close to them as they are to each 
other. 

Entry: The one story front porch with tapered posts is reflects similar porches 
found on contributing buildings throughout the district. The addition of a side 
entrance on Grant Street contributes to a pattern of fenestration typical of 
buildings in the district and relates the building to the surrounding 
neighborhood context. 

Height: Two story buildings are unusual in Garden Hill and “generally, the 
height of a new building should fall within a range set by the highest and 
lowest contiguous buildings if the block has uniform heights.” Sitting on a 
corner lot on 15th Street, the two buildings directly to the east of the proposed 
new construction are approximately 25’ high. While this design presents a 26’ 
1.8” ridge height, this is fairly close to the neighboring contiguous buildings 
on the block.  

Outline: The dual-gabled front entrance and full width single-story porch on 
the south elevation match outlines recommended in the district guidelines. 
On the western secondary elevation facing Grant, a second story dormer 
breaks up the building’s long orientation 

Mass: The footprint of 24’ x 46’ is similar in site coverage to neighboring 
buildings on the 400 block of E 15th Street and the 1100 block of N Grant 
Street, and with height considered the overall mass is similar to the 
neighboring buildings on the 15th Street block. 

Fenestration: The regular fenestration patterns presented on the street-facing 
facades are fairly typical of buildings in the district. The use of double hung 
windows is consistent with many of the surrounding historic buildings and 
the new build’s stylistic influences. 

While the submitted plan is large by the standards of the district, its height, 
mass, and footprint fit the context of the block and the proposed design 
elements fit district guidelines and reference architectural features found 
on historic buildings in the district. Both street facing facades convey a 



similar sense of entry to that which is expressed by surrounding historic 
buildings. 

 
   













 



 



   



 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 1101 N Lincoln St (Garden Hill HD) 

COA 25-16 Petitioner: Sherri Hillenburg 

Start Date: 3/13/2025 Parcel: 53-05-33-202-010.000-005 

RATING: NON-CONTRIBUTING 1948 minimal ranch 

 

Background:  
1101 N Lincoln St is a minimal traditional ranch built in 1948. The building is not listed 
as a contributing property on the Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory or in 
the Garden Hill Historic District, and most of its historic exterior features have been 
replaced. 



Request: 



 

Guidelines: Garden Hill HD 

STANDARDS FOR DEMOLITION 

A certificate of appropriateness must be issued by the Bloomington Historic 
Preservation Commission before a demolition permit is issued by other 
agencies of the city and work is begun on the demolition of any building in 
the Garden Hill Conservation District. This section explains the type of work 
considered in this plan to be demolition as well as the criteria to be used 
when reviewing applications for Certificates of Appropriateness that include 
demolition. 

SUBJECT TO REVIEW AND APPROVAL 



Demolition of primary structures within the boundaries of the conservation 
district or demolition of contributing accessory buildings 

GUIDELINES 

The following guidelines relate to the above actions and they are enforceable 
by the BHPC. These are the same guidelines as those for historic districts. 

DEMOLITION DEFINITION 

Demolition shall be defined as the complete or substantial removal of any 
structure which is located within a historic district. This specifically excludes 
partial demolition as defined by Title 8 “Historic Preservation and Protection.” 

CRITERIA FOR DEMOLITION 

When considering a proposal for demolition, the BHPC shall consider the 
following criteria for demolition as guidelines for determining appropriate 
action. The HPC shall approve a Certificate of Appropriateness or 
Authorization for demolition as defined in this chapter of deterioration, 
disrepair, and structural stability of the structure. The condition of the 
building resulting from neglect shall not be considered grounds for 
demolition. 

2. The historic or architectural significance of the structure is such that, upon 
further consideration by the Commission, it does not contribute to the 
historic character of the district. 

3. The demolition is necessary to allow development which, in the 
Commission’s opinion, is of greater significance to the preservation of the 
district than is retention of the structure, or portion thereof, for which 
demolition is sought. 

4. The structure or property cannot be put to any reasonable economically 
beneficial use without approval of demolition. 

5. The structure is accidentally damaged by storm, fire or flood. In this case, 
it may be rebuilt to its former configuration and materials without regard to 
these guidelines if work is commenced within 6 months. 

With the exception of Criterion #5, all replacement of demolished properties 
should follow new construction guidelines. The HPC may ask interested 
individuals or organizations for assistance in seeking an alternative to 
demolition. The process for this is described in Title 8. 

CONTEXT FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION 

Standards and guidelines serve as aids in designing new construction that 
relates sensitively to the surrounding context. Therefore, the most important 



first step in designing new construction in any historic district is to determine 
just what that context is. “Contributing” properties are important to the 
density and continuity of the historic neighborhood, but are not individually 
outstanding or notable architecturally. These classifications will be available 
on-line. Each property in the Garden Hill Study Area is described. 

Each site presents a unique context. This is comprised of “contributing” 
buildings immediately adjacent, the nearby area (often the surrounding 
block), a unique sub-area within the district, and the district as a whole. 

2. ISOLATED LOT. This is usually a single vacant lot (sometimes two very 
small lots combined) which exists in a highly developed area with very few if 
any other vacant lots in view. 

Context: The existing contributing buildings immediately adjacent and in the 
same block, and the facing block provide a very strong context to which any 
new construction must primarily relate. 

MATERIALS 

RECOMMENDED 

1. Building materials, whether natural or manmade, should be visually 
compatible with surrounding historic buildings. 

2. When hardboard or concrete board siding is used to simulate wood 
clapboard siding, it should reflect the general directional and dimensional 
characteristics found historically in the neighborhood. No products imitating 
the “grain” of wood should be used. 

3. Brick, limestone, clapboard, cement board, wood, shingles and stucco are 
appropriate materials. 

SETBACK 

1. A new building’s setback should conform to the set-back pattern 
established by the existing block context. If the development standards for 
the particular zoning district do not allow appropriate setbacks, a variance 
may be needed. 

2. On corner sites, the setbacks from both streets must conform to the 
context. 

3. Structures that are much closer or further from the street than the vast 
majority of houses in a given block should not be used to determine 
appropriate setback. 

BUILDING ENTRY 



Entrances may characteristically be formal or friendly, recessed or flush, 
grand or common place, narrow or wide. New buildings should reflect a 
similar sense of entry to that which is expressed by surrounding historic 
buildings. 

SPACING 

New construction that reflects and reinforces the spacing found in its block. 
New construction should maintain the perceived regularity or lack of 
regularity of spacing on the block. 

HEIGHT 

1. Generally, the height of a new building should fall within a range set by the 
highest and lowest contiguous buildings if the block has uniform heights. 
Uncharacteristically high or low buildings should not be considered when 
determining the appropriate range. 

2. Cornice heights, porch heights and foundation heights in the same block 
face and opposing block face should be considered when designing new 
construction. 

3. Consider the grade of the lot against the grade of the adjacent sidewalk as 
well as the grade of the adjacent neighbor. 

HEIGHT AND SETBACK 

1. A new house of the same height as existing houses may be as close to 
them as they are to each other. 

2. A new house which is taller than the house next to it must be set back 
further from the side property line than existing houses. 

OUTLINE 

1. The basic outline of a new building, including general roof shape, should 
reflect building outlines typical of the area. 

2. The outline of new construction should reflect the directional orientations 
characteristic of the existing building in its context. 

MASS 

1. The total mass and site coverage of a new building should be consistent 
with surrounding buildings. 

2. The massing of the various parts of a new building should be 
characteristic of surrounding buildings. 

FOUNDATION/FIRST FLOOR ELEVATION 



New construction first floor elevation and foundation height should be 
consistent with contiguous buildings. 

FENESTRATION 

1. Creative expression with fenestration is not precluded provided the result 
does not conflict with or draw attention from surrounding historic buildings 

2. Windows and doors should be arranged on the building so as not to 
conflict with the basic fenestration pattern in the area. 

3. The basic proportions of glass to solid which is found on surrounding 
contributing buildings should be reflected in new construction. 

4. Window openings should reflect the basic proportionality and directionality 
of those typically found on surrounding historic buildings. 

Staff does not recommend approval of COA 25-16 

Demolition: If the historic or architectural significance of a structure in the 
Garden Hill Historic District is such that, upon further consideration by the 
Commission, it does not contribute to the historic character of the district, 
demolition may be approved. The current building at 1101 N Lincoln is not a 
contributing building in the district. Although it retains some original 
characteristics, most of its exterior features have been changed for new 
materials that do not convey the historic appearance. 

Materials: The proposed exterior materials including LP siding (provided it 
does not have an imitation grain), asphalt roof shingles, vinyl windows, 
fiberglass doors. These materials are considered acceptable by district 
guidelines.  

Setback: Setback on all sides is 15’ as per UDO requirements. Some 
contributing buildings on both 15th Street and Lincoln are set at or behind this 
setback, while some older buildings that predate the current UDO are closer 
to the street. 

Entry: The small one-story porticos at the entry to each of the units are not 
dissimilar from some of the smaller porticos in the district. Tucked beside 
gabled ells, this style of entry does echo older designs in the district. 

Height: Generally, the height of a new building should fall within a range set 
by the highest and lowest contiguous buildings if the block has uniform 
heights. Uncharacteristically high or low buildings should not be considered 
when determining the appropriate range. While there is a two-story building 
across 15th St outside of the district and the houses across Lincoln are set on 
a higher elevation, the contiguous buildings on E 15th St are one story high 



and the buildings on the contiguous block of Lincoln are 1 ½ stories in height. 
The proposed design is uncharacteristically high for this context. 

Height and setback: A new house which is taller than the house next to it 
must be set back further from the side property line than existing houses. 
The neighboring houses on 15th Street are each set back approximately 15’ 
from the side property lines facing each other. However, 215 E 15th St is set 
back 10’ from the property line of 1101 N Lincoln, making the distance 
between the house at 215 E 15th and the proposed build at 1101 N Lincoln 
25’.  

Mass: The site coverage of 100’ x 26’ is uncharacteristically long for the 
district. Situated on a corner lot, the massing as seen from both adjacent 
streets will have to be taken into account. While the design does attempt to 
break the massing by differentiating between units, the overall impression is 
still of a single massive building. 

Outline: Taken on their own, the roofline and profiles of individual units reflect 
the orientation of historic buildings in the district. 

Fenestration: The placement of windows and doors presented in the plans is 
fairly characteristic of the patterns found on surrounding buildings. 

While there are many elements of this design that work within the context of 
the Garden Hill Historic District, the overall height and mass do not meet 
guidelines. As the applicant has pointed out there are a number of large 
non-contributing buildings in the district that predate its listing. Provided 
the height or mass of one of these buildings is not uncharacteristic of the 
surrounding context the district guidelines offer considerations for relating 
new adjacent construction to these properties. The context of this corner lot 
and the adjacent blocks within the district does not include buildings that 
approach the scale of what has been proposed. Neighborhood comments 
received do not object to new construction on the lot per se, but to the plan 
currently proposed. 



 

















 







 

  



 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 807 W 8th St (Near West Side HD) 

COA 25-17 Petitioner: Stephanie Downey 

Start Date: 3/24/2025 Parcel: 53-05-32-408-016.000-005 

RATING: CONTRIBUTING c. 1910 Severely altered T-plan cottage 

 

Background:  
807 W 8th St is a significantly altered but nevertheless contributing T-Plan cottage in 
the Near West Side Historic District.  
Request:  
Proposal 
We plan to redo the façade of our house to more closely match what would be 
appropriate for the original house. Changes include: 
• Replace vertical siding with horizontal siding- install vinyl siding (plan now calls for 
smooth fiber cement), outside corners, J channel on front of house, trim out windows 



similar to others around the side; Certainteed Main Street Colonial White 5 inch 
horizontal vinyl siding to match the rest of the house. 
• Add 5 inch shake from Royal Siding and a new 1.5 sf louvered attic vent to the gable 
• Replace the metal porch post with 6 x6 white turned Douglass Fir posts 
• Windows & Trim- replace 2 front windows, one oversized. sill flashing, windows 
supplied by customer, dispose of old windows (to match the other windows we 
replaced on the side of the house last summer) 
o The one facing the porch will be replaced with a Windgate double hung 32x60 
o The one not facing the porch will be replaced with a Windgate Twin double 
hung 72x60 

 

 

Guidelines: Near West Side HD 

SIDING RECOMMENDED 

1. Clapboard, fiber cement board, wood, decorative wood shingles, or brick 
when there is another brick structure on the block. 

2. When cement fiber siding such as Hardie board is used to simulate wood 
clapboard siding, it should reflect the directional and dimensional 



characteristics found historically in the neighborhood. Products imitating the 
“grain” of wood are discouraged. 

3. Efforts to maintain original materials are encouraged. 

NOT RECOMMENDED 

1. Asphalt shingles for walls. 

2. Vinyl siding. 

3. Siding products that imitate the “grain” of wood. 

4. Vertically-oriented siding. 

5. Metal siding 

PORCHES RECOMMENDED 

6. Columns and posts should be an appropriate type for the style of house. 
For example, turned or square posts. Note that square posts (which 
historically were handmade) may be especially suitable for the plain-style 
houses that abound in the neighborhood. 

NOT RECOMMENDED 

1. Porch elements that use more than one architectural style. 

2. Porch elements that differ from the architectural style of the principal 
structure. 

3. Ornamental metal porch columns and railings. 

4. Enclosed front porches. 

FENESTRATION RECOMMENDED 

1. Creative ornamentation with fenestration is not precluded provided the 
result does not conflict with or draw attention from surrounding historic 
buildings. 

2. Windows and doors should be arranged on the building so as not to 
conflict with the basic fenestration pattern in the area. 

3. The basic proportions and distribution of glass to solid found on 
surrounding contributing buildings should be reflected in new construction. 

4. Window openings should reflect the basic proportionality and directionality 
of those typically found on surrounding historic buildings. 

NOT RECOMMENDED 



1. Window openings that conflict with the proportions and directionality of 
those typically found on surrounding historic buildings. 

2. Window pane configurations that conflict with those on surrounding 
buildings. 

3. Certain window types such as casement, jalousie, or Palladian windows 
that are not traditionally found on surrounding historic buildings. 

Staff recommends approval of COA 25-17  

807 W 8th St has been significantly altered. Some of the most noticeable 
exterior changes include the vertical siding on the street-facing façade, 
changes to windows, and porch elements. The house was likely built with 
clapboard siding and wooden square or turned posts on the front porch 
which were typical features of these turn of the century T-Plan cottages. The 
replacement of the siding on the primary façade with horizontal fiber cement 
boards and the iron porch posts with turned wood meet district guidelines 
and are appropriate to the style of the house. The shake siding proposed for 
the gable and attic vent also meet district guidelines and are complimentary 
to the house’s design.  

The current windows on the primary façade are modern replacements, and 
likely a different size than the originals, which typically would have been tall 
and narrow. The proposed replacement windows, while larger than the 
current ones, would not entail a significant change to the house’s already 
altered fenestration. The current window on the ell is 68"w x 44"h and the 
porch facing window is 28"w x 44" h. Their replacements would be 72” x 60” 
and 32” x 60” respectively. 

 



  









 



 



 

  



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 324 S Rogers St (Prospect Hill HD) 

COA 25-20 Petitioner: Jamie Galvan 

Start Date: 3/26/2025 Parcel: 53-08-05-102-039.000-009 

RATING: CONTRIBUTING c. 1900 Free Classical 

 

Background:  
324 S Rogers St is a turn-of-the-century two story free classical house designed by 
Bloomington architect John Nichols. In 2019 the Bloomington Historic Preservation 
Commission approved the removal of aluminum siding and addition of a balcony on 
the north gable with the condition of Staff approval prior to the removal of any 
decorative detail that may be found under the aluminum siding (COA 19-48). The work 
proposed in COA 19-48 has not yet been undertaken, and the COA expired after two 
years in October 2021. Work approved in an earlier 2019 application including the 
addition of a shed dormer on the west elevation and several sun tubes had been 
completed however. In November 2024, the house was damaged in a fire causing 
substantial damage to the interior as well as windows, doors, and siding. 
Request:  



 

Guidelines: Prospect Hill HD 

BUILDING MATERIALS 

Paint color and exterior finish materials give a building distinct texture, 
presentation and character. Alterations to buildings and structures should 
take into consideration the careful balance that is achieved through selection 
of building materials. 

WOOD 

Appropriate 

Retain and restore original exterior wood siding materials (typically 
clapboard) through repair, cleaning, painting, and routine maintenance. If 
original architectural details and trim features are deteriorated beyond repair, 
they should be replaced with components of the same material and design. 

Inappropriate 

Avoid application of siding materials not consistent with the character or 
style of the building, or materials that were unavailable at the time the 
building was constructed. 

SYNTHETIC SIDING 

Appropriate 

Use metal or vinyl siding only when it is the only feasible alternative to 
maintaining or replacing the original surface material. If synthetic siding must 
be used over wood surfaces, it shall be the same size and style as the 
original wood. Retain original trim around windows, doors, cornices, gables, 
eaves and other architectural features. Provide ample ventilation to the 



structure in order to prevent increased deterioration of the structure due to 
moisture entrapment or insect infestation.  

Inappropriate 

Avoid any use of synthetic siding if at all possible; it is detrimental to the 
original structure and the historic character of the neighborhood 

WINDOWS AND DOORS 

Appropriate 

Original windows and doors and their characteristic elements including 
sashes, lintels, sills, shutters, transoms, pediments, molding, hardware, 
muntins, and decorative glass should be retained and repaired rather than 
replaced. If original windows and doors are deteriorated beyond repair, 
replacements should duplicate the original in size and scale. Design, material, 
color, and texture should be duplicated as faithfully as possible. 

Inappropriate 

If original windows, doors, and hardware can be restored and reused in place, 
they should not be replaced. Inappropriate treatments of windows and doors 
include (a) creation of new window or door openings, (b) changes in the scale 
or proportion of existing openings, introduction of inappropriate styles or 
materials such as vinyl or aluminum or insulated steel replacement doors, 
and (d) addition of cosmetic detailing that creates a style or appearance that 
the original building never exhibited. 

NEW CONSTRUCTION OR RECONSTRUCTION OF PORCHES 

Appropriate 

Reconstruct missing porches based on photographs, written documentation 
or existing physical evidence of their existence. Reconstructed porches must 
conform to present zoning setback requirements. In the absence of 
documented or physical evidence, reconstructed porches should be simple in 
design and ornamentation, following the guidelines for new construction. 

Inappropriate 

Enclosed front porches and decks that are visible from public view are 
inappropriate. 

BUILDING RHYTHMS 

Appropriate 

Incorporate into new construction the rhythms established by existing 
buildings. Consider the window-to-wall area or solid/void ratio, bay division, 



proportion of openings, entrance and porch projections, space between 
buildings, and site coverage. 

Inappropriate 

Avoid designs for new construction that ignore the rhythms of the existing 
environment and buildings. 

BUILDING MATERIALS 

Appropriate 

Use materials on the exterior of new construction that are compatible with 
those existing on adjacent buildings in scale, type, texture, size, and color. 
Exterior finishes should harmonize with and complement existing finishes 
along the streetscape. 

Inappropriate 

Avoid use of inappropriate materials such as asphalt shingle, aluminum or 
vinyl sidings, cast stone, or artificial brick.  

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

Appropriate 

Additions should be compatible to the original building in height, scale, mass, 
proportion, and materials. Roof form and style should be similar to those 
found in the neighborhood. Design guidelines for new construction are 
applicable for additions. 

Inappropriate 

Avoid additions that add new dimensions or radically change the original 
scale and architectural character of a building. 

Staff recommends conditional approval of COA 25-17 with Staff approval 
prior to the removal of any decorative detail that may be found under the 
aluminum siding 

This proposal includes the addition of a balcony that had been previously 
approved by the Commission. The rest of the application concerns necessary 
repairs which would restore historic features damaged in the 2024 fire. 
Design guidelines recommending against synthetic siding refer explicitly to 
vinyl and aluminum siding applied over clapboard which could damage 
original materials and create a non-historic appearance. Historic siding 
details hidden under the aluminum siding may not be determined until they 
are revealed, but considering the urgent need to reside the house these 
features may need to be addressed as they are uncovered. Staff review of 
replacement doors may be necessary to confirm their match to originals. 















 



 

  



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 702 W Kirkwood Ave (Near West Side 
HD) 

COA 25-21 Petitioner: Simon Ladd 

Start Date: 3/27/2025 Parcel: 53-05-32-415-006.000-005 

RATING: CONTRIBUTING c. 1895 Slightly altered T-plan cottage 

 

Background: 702 W Kirkwood is a slightly altered T-plan cottage with a five-sided ell. 
In 2025 the owner removed four wood-framed double-hung windows on the front-
facing ell and replaced them with double-hung divided light vinyl windows topped with 
transom lights. The application for a retroactive COA is in response to Notice of 
Violation 25-02. New trim has not yet been installed. 
Request:  
“To whom it may concern, 
The materials used to repair windows at 702 W Kirkwood Ave were windows and 
cedar and pine wood. 
The measurements of the old windows are 30 x 80 
The new windows are 35 ½ x 65 1/2 



The headers on the new windows are 4 ½ 
New sills were installed. 
The transoms were installed to keep the original height. The transom measurements 
are 30 x 14.” 

Guidelines: Near West Side HD 

FENESTRATION 

RECOMMENDED 

1. Creative ornamentation with fenestration is not precluded provided the 
result does not conflict with or draw attention from surrounding historic 
buildings. 

2. Windows and doors should be arranged on the building so as not to 
conflict with the basic fenestration pattern in the area. 

3. The basic proportions and distribution of glass to solid found on 
surrounding contributing buildings should be reflected in new construction. 

4. Window openings should reflect the basic proportionality and directionality 
of those typically found on surrounding historic buildings. 

NOT RECOMMENDED 

1. Window openings that conflict with the proportions and directionality of 
those typically found on surrounding historic buildings. 

2. Window pane configurations that conflict with those on surrounding 
buildings. 

3. Certain window types such as casement, jalousie, or Palladian windows 
that are not traditionally found on surrounding historic buildings. 

Staff is conflicted on COA 25-21 

The two changes to consider in this case are the removal of historic 
materials and the changes to the configuration of the window openings. In 
the Near West Side Historic District, the replacement of windows and doors 
with the same size, configuration, and operation is generally exempt from 
review unless it entails the removal of particularly significant historic 
materials. In this case the previous wood windows, while likely original or at 
least very old judging from their size and materials, have a fairly simple and 
replicable appearance. 

With transoms included, the new windows that have been installed come 
close in size to the historic windows which still exist elsewhere in the 
building, and the arrangement and proportions of fenestration is not 



significantly changed. Transom lights are a common feature of turn-of-the-
century doors in the Near West Side, but much less typical of windows. Some 
unusual examples can be found at 607 W Kirkwood, 514 W Kirkwood, and 
over some larger windows on more elaborate houses. 

In staff opinion, the main point of consideration is the extent to which the 
replacement window pane configuration conflicts with surrounding buildings. 









 





  



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 510 W Allen St (McDoel HD) 

COA 25-22 Petitioner: Karen Ellis 

Start Date: 3/27/2025 Parcel:   
53-08-05-402-029.000-009 

RATING: CONTRIBUTING Slightly altered 1926 bungalow 

 

Background:  
The garage for which the alterations are proposed is a non-contributing building 
located in the rear of the lot. The east gable side with the garage door faces an alley 
beside Hoosier Heights climbing gym. 
Request:  
Second story addition on garage 
1. Written description of the nature of the proposal. 
a. Build second story living and work area on existing one-car garage, which was built 
~1960, 30+ years after the house was built. 
i. No change to existing garage footprint outside of exterior stairs to second story 
entrance. 
1. Existing footprint: 14’ x 22’ 
2. Exterior stair/landing footprint: 7.5’ x 12’ 
ii. Foundation and existing structure: In consultation with Kevin Potter, structural 
engineer, Nov. 24, 2024, we will underpin the existing foundation with additional 



concrete footings. We will also sheath the existing structure to address additional 
load. 
iii. Exterior aluminum siding will be removed. Shingle roof will be removed. 
iv. Bring gas and water to garage from house. Bury existing electric line from house to 
garage. Met with Duke Energy engineer in November 2024 to establish that no change 
needs to be made to power lines in the East-West alley behind the structure. 
Discussed water/sewer tie in with Nancy Axsom of Bloomington Utilities March 27, 
2025. 
v. Structure interior will be finished as a studio to serve as additional living and work 
space for the home’s occupants. 
b. Establish gravel parking spot next to existing paved driveway 
i. Prune dogwood tree inside backyard fence 
ii. Move fence and fence gate profile to accommodate gravel parking spot 
 
2. Written description of all proposed materials to be used. 
a. Exterior 
i. 4” lap fiber cement siding to match house’s wood siding, restored in 2022; 
ii. Boral composite trim to match house frieze boards, drip caps, window & door trim 
to match house; 
iii. Architectural roof shingles to match house; 
iv. Pella windows wood interior/clad exterior will be 1) double hung on south side to 
match house windows, and 2) casement on east- and west- facing sides to maximize 
light and air flow. 
v. 2nd floor entry door: There were originally two doors on the front of the house—one 
entering the living room and the other entering the front bedroom. The latter was 
removed many years ago and placed in the basement. It is 3-panels on the bottom 
and 1 large window light on the top. I am planning to use it for the second floor entry 
of the garage. 
vi. Construction lumber framing, trusses, sheathing. Treated lumber for exterior stairs 
and porch landing. Roxl-type insulation. Guard rail will be 37” high 
vii. New garage door to replace existing (dented) door. 
viii. Poured concrete footings. 
b. Interior 
i. Drywall. Wood trim. Latex paint. 
ii. Wood or engineered flooring 
iii. Bath fixtures (sink, toilet, shower) 
iv. Kitchenette fixtures (sink) and appliances (icebox, range) 
v. Split HVAC system 



Guidelines: McDoel HD 

 



 



 



 

Staff recommends approval of COA 25-23 

If the garage at 510 W Allen were built up to a height of 21’ it would be 
minimally visible from the street and likely not visible from directly in front of 
the house, although it would be visible from the connecting alleyway. 
Although district guidelines encourage that rooflines on accessory buildings 
match the pitch of the primary structure, here a gambrel roof may work to the 
design’s advantage by lowering the visible profile of the new construction. 
The McDoel District Guidelines encourage flexibility, and considering the 
limited scale and visibility of this project as well as efforts to relate the 
proposed new construction to the contributing primary structure in staff 
opinion this proposal should be reviewed flexibly.  

While the written description and materials provided give a clear indication of 
exterior materials to be used, the elevation drawings may need some 
clarification of details that are not visually indicated. It should also be noted 
that planning and building code considerations including side setbacks and 
fire code may necessitate easements or revisions to this plan. Revisions 
would have to return to the Commission for amendments to an approved 
plan. 













Proposed style of step railing 









 



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS Address: 720 S High St 

DD 25-07 Petitioner: Leo Pilachowski 
Start Date: 3/24/2025 Parcel: 53-01-50-086-000.000-009 

RATING: NOTABLE Garage/workshop 

 
Background: 720 S High St is a 1930 two-story front-dormer brick bungalow with 
limestone architectural features, listed as Notable on the Indiana Historic Sites and 
Structures inventory for its high degree of integrity. Behind the house parallel to E 1st St 
is a 864 sq ft wood frame garage and workshop with a set of doors running half its 
length along the eave side. The building has been added to several times including a 
small addition on the west end and a shed-roof office addition on the north side facing 
away from the street. The garage retains many of its historic materials including 
windows, doors, and interior mechanical equipment. There are also structural issues 
including a cracked slab foundation and decay resulting from neglect. The date of the 
garage’s construction is uncertain but is likely contemporaneous with the house, which 
was built by stone carver Henry J.B. Andrews. 
Andrews served as a military engineer in WWI, suffering serious injuries. After 
returning to the US he married his wife, Edna, and worked for a local quarry. In the 
1930s Andrews went into private practice, running Bloomington Monument Works out 
of his garage (pictured). Andrews served as Grandmaster at a local masonic lodge. His 



practice passed on to his son, Charles, in 1977. Charles Andrews also lived in this 
house and worked out of the garage until 1987.  For most of this period, Bloomington 
Monument Works was one of Bloomington’s primary monument dealers. The property 
remained in the hands of the Andrews family until 2024. 
Request: Full demolition 

Guidelines: According to the demolition delay ordinance, BHPC has 90 days to review 
the demolition permit application from the time it is forwarded to the Commission for 
review. 
Staff Recommendation: Staff Recommends release of DD 25-07.  
Both the garage and house at 720 S High St have architectural significance and social 
significance for Bloomington’s limestone industry. It is unfortunate that the garage and 
workshop has not found new use since Bloomington Monument Works vacated the 
building. The building likely can be restored, though substantial work would be required 
for nearly every part of the building. Without the garage, the house would still be a 
notable property although this building certainly contributes to its architectural and 
social context. 
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