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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 July 24th, 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/86470652637?pwd=rX9vgWIboM2cZXBEPnhokqtzRhtKi4.1 

 
Meeting ID: 864 7065 2637 

Passcode: 719258 

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. June 26th  
B. July 10th     

IV. CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS 

Commission Review 
A. COA 25-40 

818 E 3rd St (Tri Delta House) 
Ciara Williams 
Fascia and dormer repairs, repaving of side walkway, repair of concrete steps, 
painting of iron hand rails, replacement of downspouts and gutters with copper 
colored steel 

B. COA 25-37 
924 W Kirkwood Ave (Near West Side HD) 
Adam Bowen 
Replacement of railing, residing of columns, and new front door 

C. COA 25-41 

mailto:joh.zody@bloomington.in.gov
mailto:human.rights@bloomington.in.gov


906 W 9th St (Near West Side HD) 
Keith and Danielle Bollman 
Alterations to and replacement of side and garage windows 

D. COA 25-42 
818 E 3rd St (Tri Delta House) 
Casey Taylor 
Standing sign 

E. COA 25-43 
324 S Rogers (Prospect Hill HD) 
Jaime Galvan 
Expansion of rear addition. Addition of south dormer 

V. OLD BUSINESS 
VI. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Maple Heights Historic District Guidelines vote 
VII. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

VIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS  
IX. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 

Next meeting date is August 14th, 2025 at 5:00 P.M. and will be held in a hybrid manner, 
both in person and via Zoom.  

 
Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission Members 
• Duncan Campbell (Appointed by Common Council) – Current Term: 1/1/2023 – 12/31/2025 
• Karen Duffy (Appointed by Common Council) – Current Term: 1/1/2023 - 12/31/2025 
• Andrew (Jack) Baker (Appointed by the Mayor) – Current Term: 1/1/2025 - 12/31/2027 
• Ernesto Castaneda (Appointed by the Mayor) – Current Term: 1/1/2024 - 12/31/2026 
• Daniel Schlegel (Appointed by the Mayor) – Current Term: 1/1/2025 - 12/31/2027 
• Sam DeSollar (Appointed by the Mayor) – Current Term: 1/1/2023 - 12/31/2025 
• Melody Deusner (Appointed by the Mayor) – Current Term: 1/1/2024 - 12/31/2026 
• Jeremy Hackerd (Appointed by the Mayor) – Current Term: 1/1/2024 - 12/31/2026 
• Reynard Cross (Appointed by the Mayor) – Current Term: 1/1/2023 - 12/31/2025 
• Elizabeth Mitchell (Appointed by the Mayor) – Current Term: 1/1/2023 - 12/31/2025 



Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission 
Meeting Minutes - June 26, 2025 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order by Commission Chair Sam DeSollar at 5:01 p.m.  
 

ROLL CALL - Parties in Attendance are listed below:

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

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

Guests/Public:  
Doug Bruce - for Petitioner, Blake Rowe 
Isaac Reed - for Petitioner, Adam Bowen 
Danielle Bollman - Petitioner 
Sable Beyers - Petitioner, Valubuilt Construction 
Ernest Xi - Petitioner, Valubuilt Construction 
Jenny Southern - Elm Heights Historic Committee 
Eric Ost - Elm Heights Neighborhood Association President 
Randy Cassady - Public 
Sandi Clothier - Public (Virtual)



APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Jack Baker made a Motion to Approve the minutes from the June 26, 2025 meeting. 
Jeremy Hackerd seconded. Motion carried 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 

Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Ernesto Castaneda (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), 
Melody Deusner (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y) 
  

Commission Chair Sam DeSollar read the Procedural Statement for Certificates of 
Appropriateness and Demolition Delays. Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS (COA) 
 
Commission Review 
 
COA 25-34 
228 W Kirkwood Ave (Courthouse Square HD)  
Petitioner: Blake Rowe 
New construction  
 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request for the construction of 
a three story building on the paved parking lot adjacent to the former Smith Holden 
Music store. This item was continued from the June 12th HPC meeting over objections 
about the scale of Hoagie Carmichael’s “Stardust” musical score on a metal sign on the 
west facade. The Petitioner has submitted a revised design where the scale of the 
notation has been diminished and clarifications have been added for the materials on 
the balconies.  
 
Sandweiss reported that Staff recommends approval of COA 25-34.  
Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Architect Doug Bruce for Petitioner Blake Rowe was present and added that there is 
going to be a metal framework for the score on the brick that will not be visible, the site 
is only 18 feet wide and there are approved variances from the BZA - Board of Zoning 
Appeals. 
 
Commissioner Questions: 
 

● Jack Baker asked for clarification on the location of metal panels.  Architect 
Doug Bruce for Petitioner Blake Rowe responded that they would be on the west 
facing facade at the very top of the building and added that the stairs and 



elevator access to the roof will match the metal on the 2nd story addition on the 
Smith-Holden building and will be pushed back against the building so likely not 
visible from Morton Street. 

 
● Sam DeSollar asked for confirmation that the white area showing behind the 

musical score on the site-plan drawings will not be visible.  Architect Doug Bruce 
for Petitioner Blake Rowe affirmed that you will be able to see the building 
through the score. 

 
Commissioner Comments: 
 

● Ernesto Castaneda commented that he is glad to see the corner lot filled in and 
appreciates the revisions submitted by the Petitioner.  

 
● Karen Duffy and Reynard Cross both commented that they approve of the 

updated plans to make the size more appropriate to the building. 
● Jeremy Hackerd added that it looks like a great building and he appreciates the 

score being on it. 
 

● Jack Baker commented that he is happy to see the parking lot area getting filled 
in and that the musical score will be a focus point and attribute to people having a 
connection with the building. 

 
● Sam DeSollar said that he seconds the comments brought up by his fellow 

Commissioners, he thinks the Petitioner did an amazing job especially with all of 
the site constraints and is pleased that the plans have been approved by the BZA. 

 
Public Questions/Comments: None 

 
Jeremy Hackerd made a Motion to Approve COA 25-34. Jack Baker seconded.  
Motion carried 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 

Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Ernesto Castaneda (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), 
Melody Deusner (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y) 

 
COA 25-37 
924 W Kirkwood Ave (Near West Side HD)  
Petitioners: Adam Bowen 
Replacement of railing, re-siding of columns and new front door 
 



Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request to repair the 
limestone porch footer, replace the porch columns and railings and to replace the 32” 
front door with one that is 36” in width. Prior alterations to the severely altered but 
contributing L Plan cottage took place without HPC approval. Sandweiss provided 
information from the  Petitioner’s on additional proposed work that is internal, therefore 
outside the Commission’s purview, and reported that Staff recommends continuing COA 
25-37 pending more information. Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen was present and added the original parts of the 
porch deck have been there since approx 1897 and was 2 inches out of level and much 
of the wood was rotten. Adam Bowen said that while repairing the structure they were 
matching the previous aesthetic and their intention is to keep everything the same other 
than painting the porch railings and columns, unless it’s a necessity. Isaac Reed for 
Petitioner Adam Bowen added that he had prior communication with Noah Sandweiss 
about the project and was under the impression that they could move forward as long as 
they weren’t altering the aesthetic of the front of the house and would like to expedite 
the process so construction can resume and the property be available as a rental for the 
upcoming school year. 
 

Commissioner Questions: 
 

● Ernesto Castaneda asked what type of wood would be used for the railing and the 
front porch. Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen responded that he would like 
it to be the composite railing, which only be a change to the dimension of the 
bottom rail and the material used.  

 
● Ernesto Castaneda asked why the Petitioner wouldn’t consider replicating the 

size and dimension of the original newel post.  Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam 
Bowen responded that he submitted drawings that matched the original 
construction. Commissioners Castenada and Sam DeSollar explained that upon 
review of the drawings, the dimensions do not match. 

 
● Ernesto Castaneda asked if the columns and railings are going to be painted if 

they would be constructed out of wood.  Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen 
responded that it will be synthetic material and they are proposing that the 
railings would be white. Ernesto Castaneda asked Noah Sandweiss if guidelines 
allowed a change in material from the original. Noah Sandweiss replied that LP or 
some similar composite wood material is acceptable. 

 
● Karen Duffy requested clarification on the window replacement noted in the 

Petitioner’s request and asked if it were for the transom window.  Isaac Reed for 
Petitioner Adam Bowen responded that they were not planning to do anything 



with the 5 vinyl double-hung windows other than replacing them with an exact 
match.  

 
● Reynard Cross asked Isaac Reed for clarification on his relationship with the 

Petitioner, when he began working on the repairs and if the owner was aware that 
the property is in a Historic District which requires a COA to be submitted and 
approved. Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen explained that he is a sub-
contractor hired by Adam Bowen, who is located in Indianapolis, to repair the 
porch which he started working on in early May.  Reed said that the owner was 
informed that the property was in a Historic District and that he contacted Noah 
Sandweiss months prior to starting the repairs which, at that time, were not going 
to aesthetically modify the exterior appearance of the property. Noah Sandweiss 
provided additional background noting that the original email communication 
involved items outside of the purview of the HPC and that subsequently the 
Planning Dept halted the work once it became apparent that porch modifications 
may not match the original appearance. 

 
● Reynard Cross asked for clarification on the pictures submitted with Petitioner's 

request related to the exterior painting and timing of the Historic Designation of 
the property. Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen responded that one picture 
is from when the owner bought the house approximately 20 years ago, another is 
after it was painted in approx 2020 before the area was elevated to a Historic 
District in 2021. The final picture is the current condition. 

 
● Reynard Cross requested an explanation of what work has taken place up to the 

current condition. Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen said that the deck 
boards and railing have been torn off, new posts were placed in the same location 
and the limestone footer has been pulled out which will be patched in with the 
same block. 

 
● Jeremy Hackerd asked for clarification that the intent is to put the limestone 

back. Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen affirmed that the limestone footer 
will go back in place using the original blocks. 

 
● Jack Baker asked for more information on what the porch is going to look like as 

what has been submitted by the Petitioner so far doesn’t inform of the overall 
design and if there is concern from the HPC regarding the windows about 
matching an original design that was removed. Noah Sandweiss responded that 
HPC’s concern would be that replacement windows match the material, size and 
operation of what is currently there, unless there is documentation of what was 
there before and if the Petitioner wanted to take them back to the original. 

 



● Jack Baker asked for information on the proposed exterior door. Noah Sandweiss 
provided a picture submitted by the Petitioner and said that is a standard 36 inch 
wide fiberglass door that they want to use to replace the existing 32 inch wide 
door. 

 
● Sam DeSollar asked about the depth of the two beams that are currently 

supporting the porch. Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen responded that the 
structure of the deck is 2x8 with an inset beam and the exterior bottom boards 
pictured are temporarily there to close in the crawl space and will be removed. 
Only the top board and the limestone masonry underneath will be visible from the 
street. 

 
● Sam DeSollar asked what the Petitioner’s plan was for the transom window 

above the door. Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen responded that the 
transom would be eliminated, though his preference would be to install a door 
with a window. He explained that the owner thought that using a solid door would 
be HPC’s preference since the door they want to replace is solid. 

 
● Sam DeSollar asked if the column closet to the porch steps goes all the way up to 

the beam, noting that the original column did not. Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam 
Bowen explained that to meet code requirements, due to the span, they had to 
bring the column all the way up since the roof line and pitch won’t allow for an 
additional beam. 

 
● Sam DeSollar asked for clarification on the railing spindles. Isaac Reed for 

Petitioner Adam Bowen said that their intent is to match the existing trim but 
building code requires less than 4 inches on center.  

 
Commissioner Comments: 

 
● Sam DeSollar summarized items requested by the Commissioners which include 

plans with elevations for each side of the house visible from the public right of way 
and the proposed build for the porch to include dimensions for the railings & spindles 
and how they relate to the columns and front elevation.  

 
● Sam DeSollar commented that he understands that the Petitioner needs to 

comply with building code but there could be other ways to meet structural 
requirements while replicating the existing rail. 

 
● Sam DeSollar said that the issues with the proposed door are that there is a change 

to the proportion of the existing opening and the elimination of a transom that faces 
the public way. DeSollar added that the replacement doesn't have to be a solid door, 



it could be a door with glass, and wood doors that match the style of the house are 
preferred. 

 
● Sam DeSollar commented that he is satisfied with the limestone underneath the 

porch using the existing block and that the HPC shouldn’t have issue with the 
windows as the existing opening size and type of windows is maintained. 

  
● Ernesto Castaneda commented that the transom window needs to be restored to 

the original condition and he would like more detail related to the foundation 
because the pictures provided show the original foundation serving completely as 
the base for holding up the columns, however the columns appear to be going 
through the deck. 

 
● Karen Duffy, on behalf of the Near West Side HD Design Committee, said that even 

though a solid door meets the neighborhood guidelines, it is encouraged and 
preferred for people to consider a half glass door with a wood base which would 
match what was originally in the house, examples of which can be seen 
throughout the neighborhood. 

 
● Reynard Cross wanted to reiterate his stance on retroactive COA’s and that this is 

an opportunity for the HPC to reinforce methods to prevent issues like this from 
happening in the future. 

 
Isaac Reed for Petitioner Adam Bowen clarified that the existing posts were not on the 
limestone footer whatsoever and were sitting directly on top of deck boards without 
being mounted to any concrete or footing and that the homeowner’s intent has been to 
repair the problems. 
 

● Sam DeSollar commented that he understands that the porch was not in good 
shape, however the homeowner should be aware that in a historic district any 
significant changes need to meet Neighborhood Design Review Committee 
guidelines and be approved by the Commission. 

 
● Jack Baker said he is looking forward to seeing updated plans with the proposed 

changes so the Commission has a better understanding to make a decision on 
the project. 

  
Public Questions/Comments: None 

 
Ernesto Castaneda made a Motion to Continue COA 25-37. Reynard Cross seconded.  
Motion carried 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 



Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Ernesto Castaneda (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), 
Melody Deusner (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y) 
 

COA 25-38 
906 W 9th St (Near West Side HD) 
Petitioner: Keith and Danielle Bollman 
Reinstallation of removed front door, retroactive COA for chimney removed by previous 
owner, replacement windows and reconstruction of retaining wall with original materials  
 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request to rectify outstanding 
violations incurred by the previous property owner, to complete unfinished work on the 
house and to rebuild the retaining wall in front of the house with existing limestone. 
Sandweiss reported that staff recommends conditional approval of COA 25-38 with the 
removal of the second double-hung window added to the front porch.  
Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Petitioner Danielle Bollman was present and said she has questions about the process. 
 

Commissioner Questions: 
 

● Sam DeSollar asked if there was any feedback from the Near West Side 
neighborhood. Karen Duffy, on behalf of the Near West Side HD Design Committee, 
said they appreciate the Petitioner’s willingness to put the second front door back 
on and question the retention of the new second window added to the front 
porch. 

 
Sam DeSollar announced that he is diverting from normal protocol to answer the 
Petitioner’s questions before forward with questions from the Commissioners. 
 

● Petitioner Danielle Bollman explained that they currently live in Illinois and 
purchased the house from a real estate investor who did not divulge information 
about unauthorized repairs and lack of building permits so were surprised to 
arrive in town to see the stop work order and posted Notices. Bollman said she 
respects the work that the Commission does and wants to do the right thing. 

 
● Petitioner Danielle Bollman confirmed that the second front door would be added 

back on and asked what it needs to look like. Bollman asked for confirmation on 
which porch window is to be removed and if ornamentation like shutters or a 
window box underneath the window could be added. Sam DeSollar responded 



that the Petitioner’s questions will be answered after the Commissioner’s have an 
opportunity to ask questions. 

 
Commissioner Questions (continued): 

 
● Reynard Cross asked for clarification about the siding material.  

Petitioner Danielle Bollman responded that they prefer to keep the existing wood 
siding and to feather in new LP siding where the windows will be taken out. 
 

● Reynard Cross asked if residing the garage, would the existing vinyl siding be 
replaced with the same LP siding or wood. Petitioner Danielle Bollman 
responded that they would like to change the window and replace the back door 
of the garage but are not sure if they will be replacing the siding at this time.  
Petitioner Danielle Bollman asked if Commission approval was needed for 
changes to the garage. Sam DeSollar explained that changes to a structure that 
can be seen from an alley or street is considered in public view and would need 
approval. 
 

● Reynard Cross asked if the Petitioner is in contact with the previous owner that 
sold the property without providing full disclosure and if she considered legal 
action. Petitioner Danielle Bollman responded that she has the name of the 
investment company he was working for and considered hiring a real estate 
attorney, but would prefer their money go into completing the projects on the 
house. 

 
● Jeremy Hackerd asked for clarification on how the Petitioner found out about the 

issues involving the house and if they were working with a realtor.  
Petitioner Danielle Bollman explained that the closing was supposed to be in May  
however the realtor, who was also the seller, pushed the date up to the end of 
April while they were out of town and when they arrived in Bloomington to look at 
the house they saw the stop work order and Notices on the front door. Sam 
DeSollar commented that the realtor should assume some responsibility. Noah 
Sandweiss added that he also has been attempting to make contact with the 
realtor. 
 

● Sam DeSollar asked if the two front porch windows are the same size.  
Petitioner Danielle Bollman replied that measurements were taken, they appear to 
be the same size and the window farthest from the door has remained 
unchanged.  

 
Public Questions: 



 
● Jenny Southern suggested to the Petitioner that she take photographs of the wall 

and encouraged that it be rebuilt to match the former appearance, especially if 
the original limestone blocks aren’t splintering or decayed, and asked for 
clarification on the railing.  Petitioner Danielle Bollman replied that that area is 
very narrow, which is why they are building the retaining wall, and that the same 
materials will be used and the height will be less than four feet high. 

 
Commissioner Comments: 
 

● Jack Baker commented that repairing the wall will likely be a major expense that 
concerns about the door and windows have been already addressed and asked 
the Petitioner if they are planning to paint the wood siding. Petitioner Danielle 
Bollman responded that they are intending to paint the siding a very light blue 
with cream colored trim and the front door will either remain the same or be 
painted a teal color. 
 

● Jeremy Hackerd asked for clarification on the recommendation for conditional 
approval and if that means as written by staff.  Noah Sandweiss confirmed with 
the addition that the original wood siding would be retained and LP siding would 
be feathered in as needed. 

 
● Jeremy Hackerd commented that he has empathy for the Petitioners being 

unaware of the violations incurred by the prior owner and appreciates their 
attendance at this meeting and for working with the HPC through the repair & 
rebuilding process. 

 
● Reynard Cross commented that the Petitioner may wish to contact the NAR 

(National Association of Realtors and/or the Indiana Professional Licensing 
Agency that oversees real estate broker licensing for information on their 
disciplinary process as there could be potential sanctions if negligence is found.   
Petitioner Danielle Bollman responded that the realtor has provided an 
engineering report and been helpful to them getting permits. Reynard Cross said 
the realtor should be helpful regarding this issue in front of the HPC as well and 
closed by saying that staff’s recommendation, including the retroactive COA, is 
okay with him. 

 
● Karen Duffy thanked the Petitoner for traveling to Bloomington to attend the 

meeting and commented that the second door (that the Petitioner will be re-
installing) does not need to be operative. Sam DeSollar added that the original 
door should be replaced along with trim of the same size and dimension as what 
existed before, but it does not need to open. 

 



● Ernesto Castaneda commented that the Petitioner bought one of the most beautiful 
houses in the neighborhood due to its perfect proportions and is glad they are 
being proactive to remediate issues caused by the previous owner. Castenada 
addressed the Petitioners question about shutters, stating that shutters would 
not be appropriate for the original architecture of the house. Karen Duffy added that 
although there are not specific regulations about shutters, they are not something that would 
have been found originally in this neighborhood.  Sam DeSollar said that Petitioner’s 
request to add a window box would be fine because it is removable. 

 
● Petitioner Danielle Bollman asked for clarification about the replacement of the 

windows on the west side of the house. Noah Sandweiss said that replacing the 
windows would be fine as long as they are the same dimension and same 
operation. Sam DeSollar confirmed that the Near West Side Neighborhood 
guidelines don’t have regulations about material but if there is going to be any 
change in size the Petitioner should communicate with the HPC before moving 
forward and that remote attendance via zoom is an option. 

 
Jack Baker made a Motion to Approve COA 25-38 on the condition that the Petitioners remove the 
second double hung window added to the front porch by the previous owner. Reynard Cross 
seconded. Motion carried 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 

Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Ernesto Castaneda (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), 
Melody Deusner (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y) 
 

DEMOLITION DELAY (DD) 
 
DD 25-12 
430 E 10th Street 
Petitioner: Valubuilt Construction 
Full demolition 
 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request for full demolition of a 
an approx 1910 pyramidal roof cottage. Sandweiss reported that Staff recommends 
release of DD 25-12. Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Petitioner Valubuilt Construction (Ernest Xi and Sable Beyers) were present and had no 
additional comments. 
 

Commissioner Comments: 
 



● Sam DeSollar explained that with the house not being in a historic district, the 
only two choices the HPC have are to allow this to be torn down, or to 
recommend it to the Common Council for designation as its own Historic District.  

 
Public Questions/Comments: None 

 
Jeremy Hackerd made a Motion to Release the demolition the demolition delay period for DD 25-12. 
Jack Baker seconded. Motion carried 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 
Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Ernesto Castaneda (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), Melody 
Deusner (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y) 
 
Vice-Chair Jeremy Hackerd read the Statement releasing the remainder of the Demolition Delay 
waiting period. 
 

DD 25-13 
717 N Grant Street 
Petitioner: Valubuilt Construction 
Full demolition 
 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request for full demolition of a 
contributing T-plan cottage. Sandweiss reported that Staff recommends release of DD 
25-13. Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Petitioner Valubuilt Construction (Ernest Xi and Sable Beyers) were present and had no 
additional comments. 
 

Commissioner Comments: 
 

● Jack Baker commented that he is reluctant to second the motion but as was 
mentioned previously with the house not being in a designated historic district, 
the HPC has next to no choices to save the property as there is no record of 
someone of historic importance living there nor any particular feature of the 
house that would deem it appropriate to present to the Common Council for 
historic designation. 

 
Public Questions/Comments: None 

 
Jeremy Hackerd made a Motion to Release the demolition the demolition delay period for DD 25-13. 
Jack Baker seconded. Motion carried 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 



 
Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Ernesto Castaneda (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), Melody 
Deusner (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y) 
 
Vice-Chair Jeremy Hackerd read the Statement releasing the remainder of the Demolition Delay 
waiting period. 
 

OLD BUSINESS 

 

Nomination 25-02 
Recommendation for Historic Designation 
Address: 711 E Cottage Grove Ave  
 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the HPC’s recommendation at the 6/12/2025 
meeting for a contributing 1913 pyramidal roof cottage to be nominated to City Council 
for historic designation. Sandweiss provided additional details about the house and its 
occupants and referred to eligibility guidelines for Historic Designation, noting that 
although the house has a high degree of architectural integrity it does not meet the 
criteria presented therefore staff does not recommend historic designation.  
Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 

Commissioner Questions: 
 

● Reynard Cross asked for clarification on how the house came up for designation. 
Sam DeSollar explained that at the last HPC meeting the house was on the 
agenda as a Demolition Delay and through public comment it was conveyed that 
there were ties to the Faris Family.  
 

● Jeremy Hackerd asked for clarification on the timeline and relation to the Faris 
family's ties to the Underground Railroad. Noah Sandweiss explained that further 
research has revealed that the house was built in 1910 and was purchased by 
members of the Faris family in 1955 who rented it out and didn’t reside there. 

 
● Jack Baker clarified that since Noah Sandweiss has conducted additional 

research and summarized his findings in the report he just provided, would there 
be any additional investigation taking place. Sam DeSollar responded that the 
investigation has been done and staff has recommended that it not be 
nominated. 

 



● Melody Deusner asked if this is part of the Andrews Park study area that was 
identified by the Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory (IHSSI) as an area 
potentially eligible for designation. Noah Sandweiss responded that this hasn’t 
been a recent topic of discussion; however there are several areas that were 
investigated on the State survey that have since become historic districts.  

 
● Sam DeSollar explained that the impetus for discussion started when a resident 

from the neighborhood attended the HPC meeting expressing concern that this 
house was to be demolished. Sam DeSollar said that he is hopeful that other 
people living in the neighborhood will come together and propose that they 
become a historic district and suggested that the HPC reach out to the 
neighborhood and inform them of resources and the Historic District 
subcommittee meeting being held the 1st Thursday of the month.  

 
● Jeremy Hackerd asked the HPC how they would like to proceed on the prior 

recommendation to nominate, given the new information provided, and 
suggested that it be put on the agenda for the next meeting to rescind. Reynard 
Cross asked for clarification if the item where on the table for a vote at this 
meeting. Noah Sandweiss explained that since Nomination 25-02 hadn’t been 
noticed in advance as an actionable item, a 2/3rd majority vote would be required 
to take action.  Jeremy Hackerd added that for clarity and transparency adding it 
as an agenda item for the next meeting will allow the public time to discuss and 
respond. 

 
● Reynard Cross asked for an update on the timing of this item and how many of 

the 90 days are remaining. Noah Sandweiss responded that this property is 
currently within the demolition delay period which has a couple more months 
remaining. Sam DeSollar summarized noting that it will be an agenda item for the 
next HPC meeting, discussion will take place allowing public comment then the 
Commissioners will vote to either forward it to Common Council and place it 
under interim protection or to rescind the nomination and release the demolition 
delay. 

 
● Karen Duffy asked if people from the neighborhood that previously attended the 

HPC meeting would be notified. Noah Sandweiss responded that the meeting and 
agenda is conveyed by public notice and the discussion will be in the meeting 
minutes. Sandweiss added that he has had a subsequent communication with 
James Ford (public commenter from previous meeting) who mentioned they had 
interest in finding others that may want to move forward on a historic designation 
for the neighborhood, and recognizes that this building probably isn’t eligible as 
its own historic district. James Ford also told Noah that he has reached out to Dr. 
Faris about the potential for the neighborhood to become a historic district.  

 



● Ernesto Castaneda commented that he agreed with adding the item to the next 
meeting agenda to allow people time to reconsider and may possible be a spark 
that motivates others in the neighborhood. 

 
● Jeremy Hackerd announced to the Commission that regarding demolition delays 

an additional step that could occur would be to vote for a formal review for 
historic designation which would allow time for research prior to a nomination to 
Common Council for historic designation. Anna Killion-Hanson asked for 
clarification if proceeding in this manner would extend the 90 day demolition 
delay. Noah Sandweiss responded that this action would not extend the timeline.  

 
● Jeremy Hackerd and SamDesollar recommended that Nomination 25-02 be on 

the agenda for the next HPC meeting to discuss either rescinding the vote or 
some other action. 

 
 

Public Questions/Comments: None 

NEW BUSINESS - ELM HEIGHTS HISTORIC GUIDELINES 

Jenny Southern from the Elm Heights Historic Committee shared that they have approx 250 houses 
in their historic district and have been making attempts to organize a group to review and propose 
revisions to their neighborhood guidelines. So far they have five volunteers including herself and 
architect Barre Clapper, and are requesting HPC advice and input. 

 
Eric Ost the Elm Heights Neighborhood Association President said this was an opportunity for 
the HPC to draw out the positive aspects of hiistoric preeservation and to bring the guidelines 
up to date, so that there's fewer points of contention. Eric Ost thanked Jenny Southern for her 
efforts on moving this forward and welcomed input and comments from the HPC and the 
public. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS - None 
 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS - None 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Commission Chair Sam DeSollar adjourned the meeting at 6:42pm 
 

 

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



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

CATS - Community Access Televison Services 
https://catstv.net/m.php?q=14722 

 
The next regular meeting date of the HPC is Thursday July 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 

 
Link to the Historic Bloomington webpage: 

https://bloomington.in.gov/historic-bloomington 
 

  

https://www.youtube.com/@citybloomington
https://bloomington.in.gov/boards/historic-preservation
https://bloomington.in.gov/historic-bloomington


Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission 
Meeting Minutes - July 10, 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 
Reynard Cross  
Sam DeSollar 
Karen Duffy, Advisory 
Jeremy Hackerd 
Daniel Schlegel 

Staff:   
Noah Sandweiss, HPC Program Manager  
Anna Lamberti Holmes, Sr Assistant City Attorney 
Eric Greulich, Planning - Development Services Manager  
Tonda Radewan, HAND Staff Liaison 

Guests/Public:  
Sable Beyers - Petitioner, North College Partners 
Betsy Stirratt - Petitioner (Virtual) 
James phone2 - Public (Virtual)



APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Approval of the Minutes from the June 12, 2025 meeting will take place at the next HPC Meeting. 

  
Karen Duffy noted a correction in the Meeting Agenda that Elizabeth Mitchell was left off of the 
membership list on page 3.  
 
Commission Chair Sam DeSollar read the Procedural Statement for Certificates of 
Appropriateness and Demolition Delays. Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
 
 
CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS (COA) 
 
Staff Approval 
COA 25-39 
1115 E Wylie St (Elm Heights HD)  
Petitioner: Betsy Stirratt 
Siding replacement  
 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request to replace the 
existing vinyl siding with LP lap siding on a contributing 1940 English cottage style 
house noting that Staff approves of COA 25-39.  Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Petitioner Betsy Stirratt joined the meeting virtually via zoom at 5:06 pm and was 
informed that her request was approved. 
 
CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS (COA) 
 
Commission Approval 
 
COA 25-40 
818 E 3rd Street (Tri Delta House)  
Petitioner: Ciara Williams 
Fascia and dormer repairs, paving of side walkway, repair of concrete steps, painting of 
iron hand rails, replacement of downspouts and gutters with copper. 
 

COA 25-40 was tabled by default due to the Petitioner not being present. 
This COA will be continued to the next HPC Meeting. 



 
COA 25-37 
924 W Kirkwood Ave (Near West Side HD)  
Petitioners: Adam Bowen 
Replacement of railing, re-siding of columns and new front door 
 

COA 25-37 was tabled by default due to the Petitioner not being present. 
This COA will be continued to the next HPC Meeting. 

 
DEMOLITION DELAY - DD 25-14 
314 E 11th Street 
Petitioner: North College Partners 
Full demolition 
 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request for full demolition of 
a contributing 1900 L-Plan Cottage. Sandweiss reported that Staff recommends release 
of DD 25-14. Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Petitioner North College Partners (Sable Beyers) were present and had no additional 
comments. 
 

Commissioner Questions: 
 

● Reynard Cross asked if Wanda Buskirk, a tenant in the property from 1948-1956, 
was a relative of the Buskirk-Chumley family. Noah Sandweiss responded that 
she married a Buskirk however her husband was not close with the Buskirk-
Chumleys. 

 
● Daniel Schlegel asked what the zoning was for the property, noting a difference in 

size of the houses in this area compared to those with requests for demolition in 
Green Acres. Petitioner North College Partners (Sable Beyers) responded that it 
is zoned RM - Residential Multifamily. 

 
● Karen Duffy asked the Petitioner if there was any plan for the retaining wall. 

Petitioner North College Partners (Sable Beyers) responded that she is unsure if 
the property owner is planning to upgrade it as often old retaining walls are 
leaning and need to be repaired. 

 
Commissioner Comments: 



 
● Sam DeSollar commented that the property is not in a historic district and there is 

no evidence indicating historic significance to recommend for its own 
designation. 

 
Public Questions/Comments: None 

 
Jeremy Hackerd made a Motion to Release the demolition delay period for DD 25-14. Reynard Cross 
seconded. Motion carried 5-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 

Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y), Daniel 
Schlegel (Y) 
 
Vice-Chair Jeremy Hackerd read the Statement releasing the remainder of the Demolition 
Delay waiting period. 

 
DEMOLITION DELAY - DD 25-15 
111 S Jefferson Street 
Petitioner: North College Partners 
Full demolition 
 
Noah Sandweiss gave his presentation on the Petitioner’s request for full demolition of 
a contributing 1950 minimal ranch. Sandweiss reported that Staff recommends release 
of DD 25-15. Please see Meeting Packet for details. 
 
Petitioner North College Partners (Sable Beyers) were present and added that the 
property is zoned R3 - Residential Small Lot. Sam DeSollar explained that this means it is 
a single family zoning district. 

 
Commissioner Questions: None 
Commissioner Comments: 

 
● Daniel Schlegel commented on the irony that one of the former residents was a 

member of Indiana Landmarks. 
 

● Sam DeSollar said that the curvy front walls of the house are intriguing. Noah 
Sandweiss added he looked at the aerial photographs from the 1950s and 
echoed that the house would have been interesting at that time and still is. 

 
Public Questions/Comments: None 



 
Jeremy Hackerd made a Motion to Release the demolition delay period for DD 25-15. Reynard Cross 
seconded. Motion carried 5-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 

Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y), Daniel 
Schlegel (Y) 
 
Vice-Chair Jeremy Hackerd read the Statement releasing the remainder of the Demolition 
Delay waiting period. 

 

DESIGNATIONS 
 

Nomination 25-02 
Address: 711 E Cottage Grove Ave  
 
Noah Sandweiss provided a summary of activities related to HPC’s prior 
recommendation to nominate the property for historic designation. Sandweiss explained 
that the property was on the June 12th meeting agenda for a Demolition Delay (DD 25-
10) where a member of the neighborhood provided information about its connection to 
a significant local family.  
Sandweiss subsequently conducted additional research on the former owners and 
occupants and determined that although the house has a high degree of architectural 
integrity, the historic connection does not meet the criteria for individual designation 
therefore staff does not recommend the designation of 711 E Cottage Grove. Please 
see Meeting Packet for details. 
 

Commissioner Comments: 
 

● Sam DeSollar commented that this property turned out to be a rental house owned 
by members of a family with historical relevance but does not have neither 
architectural nor cultural merits on its own for designation. DeSollar added that 
for future reference the Commission has a mechanism to request additional 
research from staff before nominating a property for historic designation. 

 
● Jack Baker thanked Noah Sandweiss for the additional time and research and concluded 

that the Commission has done what it can to move forward. 
 

● Jeremy Hackerd thanked Noah Sandweiss for his due diligence to ensure that full 
information is available to the Commission and said that the next time questions are raised, 
or information provided, by the public during a meeting the HPC can request a formal review 
to allow time for research and discussion prior to nomination. 

 



● Sam DeSollar thanked the Petitioner for being patient with the Commission during this 
process. 

 

Public Questions/Comments: None 
 
Jeremy Hackerd made a Motion to Rescind the vote to recommend 711 E Cottage Grove to the 
Common Council for historic designation. Jack Baker seconded. Motion carried 5-0-0 (Yes-No-
Abstain) 
 

Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y), Daniel 
Schlegel (Y) 
 

Jeremy Hackerd made a Motion to Release the demolition delay period for DD 25-10. Reynard Cross 
seconded. Motion carried 5-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 

Voting Tally: Jack Baker (Y), Reynard Cross (Y), Sam DeSollar (Y), Jeremy Hackerd (Y), Daniel 
Schlegel (Y) 
 
Vice-Chair Jeremy Hackerd read the Statement releasing the remainder of the Demolition 
Delay waiting period. 

OLD BUSINESS - OUTSTANDING VIOLATIONS 
 
Noah Sandweiss provided an update on properties with outstanding violations. 
 
906 W 6th Street: The violations at this property were committed by the former owner. The 
new owners submitted a COA at the last HPC meeting to undo a substantial amount of the 
damage and will be returning with a follow-up petition for adjustments to the windows on the 
west elevation and the garage. 
 
924 W Kirkwood Ave: The petitioner was on the agenda for today’s meeting and 
communicated via email that they would not be present as they are working on requested 
materials to submit including a revised design for the porch railing and columns, information 
on plans for the front door and transom light and clarification on incorporation of the porch 
posts into the original limestone footer. Sandweiss is hoping to expect them to be present at 
the next HPC meeting. 
 
702  W Kirkwood Ave: Discussion needs to take place with the HAND Director on establishing 
a timeline for the Petitioner to submit an application to the HPC as it appears that the windows 
have been removed and replaced with windows with different dimensions with a transom 
window added in. Jeremy Hackerd added that there is a gutter hanging down in the front of 
the house, it has been exposed to the weather for months and he is concerned about damage 
to the structure. 
 
Noah Sandweiss reported that he has been in discussions with the HAND Director and Legal 



Department regarding the establishment of deadlines for retroactive COAs.  Sandweiss asked 
for Commissioner input on potentially adding a deadline date for the submission of an 
amended application in situations where there has been a Motion to Deny since enforcement 
often relies on having established, consistent deadlines. 
 
Discussion ensued between Anna Lamberti Holmes, Sr Assistant City Attorney, Noah Sandweiss and the 
Commissioners present. 
 
Sam DeSollar noted there are COA’s for larger projects where time is needed to obtain materials, contract 
labor and ensure that the work is being done correctly that may be handled best on a case by case basis, 
however he doesn’t see any reason why there couldn’t be a set deadline for Petitioners to get an approved 
COA to the HPC after there has been a Notice of Violation. 
DeSollar added that it may be possible that the automatic 2 year deadline could be amended to a more 
appropriate timeframe on a case by case basis. 
 
Reynard Cross asked what happens in situations where the deadline is not met.  
Noah Sandweiss responded that a fine or levy could be issued. Sandweiss added that there needs to be 
more discussion to work out the details and he would like to move forward if this is something that the 
Commissioners think would be fair and consistent. 
 
Reynard Cross asked if there would be separate consequences for initially committing the breach (doing 
something to a structure within a historic district  that should not have been done without HPC approval) 
and for not meeting the deadline imposed through the COA process.  
 
Sam DeSollar responded that the purpose of the HPC is to preserve historic structures, not to levy fines or 
dole out penalties and the focus should be to get people to remediate the things they've done to a house 
or a building without approval.  
 
Reynard Cross commented that he understands that the HPC is not the entity that issues fines and that 
this point should be brought up through the relevant channels. Cross also suggested that the Petitioners 
be required to periodically update the HPC on their work progress and asked what consequences there 
would be if they don't provide an update in a timely manner and explained that he is wanting to avoid 
situations where the timing of closure on projects is delayed or drags on.  
 
Noah Sandweiss said that before going further he wants to make sure the HPC is working with the tools 
that they have. 
 
There was consensus among the Commissioners and Anna Lamberti Holmes that the next step is for 
staff to review city code, state statutes and the language in the Notice of Violations issued and provide a 
draft to the HPC for review for the August meeting. 
 
Sam DeSollar brought up maintenance violations, stating that the suggestion to add this into the City’s 
uReport system has been declined due to the current backlog, and said he would appreciate  the 
Commissioners thinking about other mechanisms to let the community know and keep an eye on 
important structures. DeSollar asked Noah Sandweiss if  this is something that could be incorporated into 
the postcard that is sent out annually to homeowners.  



 
Noah Sandweiss said that could be done and that he needs to confer with the City GIS Department to 
receive regular updates on property transfers in historic districts.  

Noah Sandweiss also informed the Commissioners that he has receiving a quote from a mason on 
the sidewalk outstanding violation and once he receives a few more he will meet with both the 
Planning and Engineering Departments to establish a reasonable plan for resetting it. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS - None 
 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS - None 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Commission Chair Sam DeSollar adjourned the meeting at 5:43pm 
 

 

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

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

CATS - Community Access Televison Services 
https://catstv.net/m.php?q=14761 

 
The next regular meeting date of the HPC is Thursday July 24, 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 

 
Link to the Historic Bloomington webpage: 

https://bloomington.in.gov/historic-bloomington 
 

  

https://www.youtube.com/@citybloomington
https://bloomington.in.gov/boards/historic-preservation
https://bloomington.in.gov/historic-bloomington


STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 818 E 3rd St (Tri Delta House) 

COA 25-40 Petitioner: Ciara Williams 

Start Date: 6/23/2025 Parcel: 53-08-04-104-033.000-009 

RATING: OUTSTANDING c. 1930 Tudor Revival Sorority 

 

Background: The Indiana University Tri-Delta house is individually listed as a local 
historic district. The building demonstrates a high degree of integrity. 
Request:  
Fascia and dormer repairs, paving of side walkway, repair of concrete steps, painting 
of iron hand rails, replacement of downspouts and gutters with copper colored steel 

Guidelines: Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 

Exterior Wood 

Recommended  

Repairing wood features by patching, piecing-in, consolidating, or otherwise 
reinforcing the wood using recognized preservation methods. Repair may 
also include the limited replacement in kind-or with compatible substitute 



material- of those extensively deteriorated or missing parts of features where 
there are surviving prototypes such as brackets, molding, or sections of 
siding. 

Exterior Metal 

Recommended 

Protecting and maintaining architectural metals from corrosion by providing 
proper drainage so that water does not stand on flat, horizontal surfaces or 
accumulate in curved, decorative features. 

Replacing in kind an entire architectural metal feature that is too deteriorated 
to repair if the overall form and detailing are still evident-using the physical 
evidence as a model to reproduce the feature. Examples could include cast 
iron porch steps or steel sash windows. If using the same kind of material is 
not technically or economically feasible, then a compatible substitute 
material may be considered. 

Not Recommended 

Removing an architectural metal feature that is unrepairable and not 
replacing it; or replacing it with a new architectural metal feature that does 
not convey the same visual appearance. 

Staff recommends conditional approval of COA 25-40 with round 
downspouts. 

The scope of work proposed largely entails repairs and replacement in kind 
of existing features. The repair of deteriorated crown molding on the dormers 
would not constitute a visual change. The rear gravel walkway that the 
applicants propose paving is not a particularly significant site feature, and is 
already paved underneath. This proposal has been revised changing the 
gutters from a polygonal profile to a half-round 8” profile to match the 
historic gutters. With round downspouts, the appearance of the new 
downspouts will come close to matching the original copper downspouts 
and gutters. 

 























 



 



 



 



 

  



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 924 W Kirkwood Ave (Near West Side 
HD) 

COA 25-37 Petitioner: Adam Bowen 

Start Date: 6/14/2025 Parcel: 53-05-32-410-014.000-005 

RATING: CONTRIBUTING Severely altered L-Plan cottage c. 1900 

 

Background: 924 W Kirkwood is a severely altered but nevertheless contributing L-
Plan cottage. Prior alterations included the replacement of windows door, and a rear 
addition. In May 2025, work began on the replacement of porch columns and railings 
without approval by the Historic Preservation Commission. Work has paused pending 
approval of alterations and the resumption of the building permit. This COA had been 
continued from the June 26th meeting, where the petitioner indicated that they had 
also planned on removing a transom window over the door, and provided some 
clarification about porch design and alterations. 
Request:  
Repair of porch footer. 
Replacement front door 32” in width to 36” in width. 



“The posts will be wrapped with the smart side product, prior, they were wrapped with 
non -pressure treated 1x6, and dimensionally and visually it will be the same with 
slightly different grain variation.  
The composite railing also matches the railing that existed prior, it's just a material 
change. We preferably wanted to do composite and smart trim because of its 
resilience.  
The deck will look as it looked before, just cleaner and not deteriorating.” 
Subsequent submission: 
“We would like to upgrade to the 36" door and we will match with a double pane 
36"x12" vinyl transom. Included is ADA compliance. 
 
I Know there was prior speculation that the balusters were dimensional lumber and 6-
8" on center, so I have included photos of what they were previously to show that they 
are indeed, not. 
 
The footer will wrap the post under the deck and be notched around the 4x4". 
  
On the new handrail I have put a footnote that says 2x2 dimensional incase that is 
what is needed to push this through.  But I am also happy to go back with the 1 1/2" it 
was previously as I had originally intended. The top and bottom rail will match the 
dimension of compliance. It will be painted white. 
 
Posts are included in old photographs to show what we were facing before, the 
hollowed out posts that were existing were what was there originally without any 
actual post/footing inside of them. This is why we replaced all of the columns as the 
roof and porch were both collapsing. 
 
The door I have in the rendering is what a couple of people said there would be fitting 
for the time period. Although i have already purchased the solid door to replace what 
was existing. If we must go this route then we shall.” 

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. 

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. 

PORCHES 

ECOMMENDED 

1. Inclusion of a front porch is recommended. 

2. Porch height should not exceed a single story. 

3. Solid masonry foundation 

4. Lattice or visual barrier below porch. 

5. Columns and posts should be appropriately sized for the porch roof they 
are supporting and for the base on which they rest. Slender posts, with large 
roofs and massive bases, are visually out of balance. 

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. 

7. Enclosed porches are preferable in the rear of the home. If enclosing the 
front porch, use of screens rather than walls is encouraged. 



Staff recommends approval of COA 25-37  

This revised application responds to comments raised at the June 26th 
meeting and adds clarity to the proposed alterations. 

The existing 32” door is not original, and two 36” alternatives have been 
proposed: one solid like the current door, and one with 3/2 lights and vertical 
panels. The petitioners propose to replace the transom window with a 36” 
window to match the enlarged doorway. Although this would slightly change 
the size of these openings, the overall fenestration pattern would be retained, 
and while district guidelines do not stipulate a style for replacement doors, 
the selection of a craftsman style door with a window is appreciated. The 
replacement of the deck boards with wood does not constitute a significant 
visual change, and falls more into the category of maintenance. 

The repair of the porch fitter with the same materials is appropriate and the 
wood footers added to the porch will be notched to accommodate the stone 
foundation. 

The replacement posts and railing proposed will differ from the previous 
railing in some respects. The height of the railing would be raised to 36”. 
While this is not strictly required by code since the porch deck is less than 
30” off the ground, the petitioners propose raising it for safety reasons. The 
proposed replacement columns would match the dimensions and 
appearance of the former columns with use of composite siding, and while 2” 
balusters are proposed, the petitioner has expressed a willingness to use 1.5” 
balusters if need be. The most notable alteration would be the replacement 
of the half-height post by the steps with a full-height column. The space 
between the two front facing columns on the former porch was 8” across, 
and the petitioner is concerned about supporting the 4x6 roof beam that had 
been sagging. While there is some room for flexibility for accommodating 
both historic design and contemporary code in alterations to historic 
buildings staff believes that the alterations proposed would retain the 
important stylistic features of the historic porch and fenestration patterns of 
this contributing property within the parameters of district guidelines. 











 







 





 

  



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 906 W 6th St (Near West Side HD) 

COA 25-41 Petitioner: Keith and Danielle Bollman 

Start Date: 7/7/2025 Parcel: 105-055-26396 

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

 

Background: 906 W 6th St is a T-plan cottage in the Near West Side Historic District. 
The building was fairly unaltered until the previous owner made a number of changes 
that were not authorized by the Historic Preservation Commission or County Building 
Department. Shortly after the city and county established contact with the previous 
owner, the property was sold without the violations being reported. The new buyer 
received COA 25-38 to rectify some of these alterations, and is now applying for some 
changes in fenestration on a secondary elevation. 
Request: “As the new owners of 906 West Sixth Street, Bloomington, Indiana, we plan 
to replace 4 windows on the West side of the house and the current window on the 
garage.  We plan to keep 3 of the 4 West side windows the same or as close as 
possible in size.  The master bedroom has 2 windows one 54” x 27” and one 61” x 27” 
– our plan is to upgrade the smaller window to match the larger egress window with 
the same size or as close as possible to the current 61” x 27”.  We plan to replace the 
garage window, a unique tri window that measures 23.5” x 65.5”. We plan to replace 



the garage window with a more narrow window but have not selected a specific 
model.  
Materials to be used: Aluminum-clad wood double-hung windows for the 3-bedroom 
windows and a crank casement window for the bathroom.  The garage window will 
be vinyl. 
We have not secured a window contractor.  As a result, we cannot provide a brochure 
on window specifics.” 

Guidelines:  

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 25-41  

The Near West Side design guidelines take a liberal attitude toward 
alterations on facades that do not face the street. Existing fenestration 
patterns on other similar houses in the district and differences in siding on 
west side indicate that this opening was once probably closer in size to other 
windows on the house as is being proposed in this application. Although a 
specific window has not been proposed for the garage 

 
 

  



 



 



 



 



 



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  Address: 818 E 3rd St (Tri Delta House) 

COA 25-42 Petitioner: Jeff Arbuckle 

Start Date: 7/8/2025 Parcel: 53-08-04-104-033.000-009 

RATING: OUTSTANDING c. 1930 Tudor Revival Sorority 

 

Background: The Indiana University Tri-Delta house is individually listed as a local 
historic district. The building demonstrates a high degree of integrity. 
Request:  
Installation of standing sign in front yard. 

Guidelines: US Department of the Interior Preservation Brief 25: The 
Preservation of Historic Signs 

New Signs and Historic Buildings 

• new signs should respect the size, scale and design of the historic building. 
Often features or details of the building will suggest a motif for new signs. 

• sign placement is important: new signs should not obscure significant 
features of the historic building. 



Staff recommends approval of COA 25-42 

The proposed sign is modest in scale and design, similar to many other signs 
on the Indiana University Campus. Its location on the lot does not obscure or 
damage any historic features. 



 



 



 



 



 



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

COA 25-43 Petitioner: Jamie Galvan 

Start Date: 7/11/2025 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. Since 



receiving a COA in April of 2025, the petitioner has been working repair damage and 
restore the siding to a more faithful appearance based on the uncovered wood 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 

ROOFS 

Appropriate 

Retain the roof's original shape, materials, architectural features, and 
detailing such as brackets, chimneys, cornices, cupolas, dormer windows, 
gable end shingles, and weather vanes. 

Maintain and repair as needed all decorative elements found on the gable 
ends of the roof. If these elements must be replaced, they should imitate 
original design patterns. Maintain flashing, valleys, and other water repellant 
devices to prevent water infiltration into the building envelope. 

Inappropriate 

Avoid removal or change of character-defining architectural features, 
materials, or detailing. Also avoid addition of incompatible materials or 
architectural features foreign to the original structure or building style. 

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. 

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 approval of COA 25-43 

The rear addition proposed would not overwhelm the house in scale, and 
retains some features of the existing rear addition including fenestration 
patterns and height, while adding historically appropriate elements including 
a rough-cut limestone foundation and a proposed door which would match 
the appearance of the home’s 2/3rds light front door. The dormer proposed 
for the south elevation would not substantially alter the overall profile of the 
pyramidal roof, and would not be out of place on a free-classical house. It is 



modest in scale and similar in appearance to a previously added rear dormer. 
The LP siding and wood windows and doors would be appropriate materials. 
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