
Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission 
Showers City Hall 
McCloskey Room 

Thursday December 14, 2017 
5:00 PM 
Agenda 

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. November 9, 2017

IV. CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS

Staff Review
A. COA 17-89
401 N. Morton Street: Showers Brothers Furniture Factory Complex
Petitioner: City of Bloomington
Installation of a brick colored conduit line on the south face of the City Hall Showers
building.

B. COA 17-90
525 W. 3rd Street: Prospect Hill
Petitioner: Chris Sturbaum, on behalf of Patrick and Glenda Murray
Reconstruction of brick step surrounds and installation of 5 new limestone steps.

Commission Review 
A. COA 17-86
2321 N. Fritz Drive: Matlock Heights
Petitioner: David Rhodes
Removal and replacement of aluminum windows with Insignia windows.

B. COA 17-87
416 E. 4th Street: Restaurant Row
Petitioner: Sib Sheikh
Retroactive request for approval to install trellising over the uncovered portion of the
patio facing 4th Street.

C. COA 17-88
202 E. 6th Street: Monroe Carnegie Library
Petitioner: Monroe County Historical Society
In-kind replacement of asphalt shingle roof of building addition. Installation of solar
panels on new roof of the addition.



 

V. DEMOLITION DELAY 
 
A. Demo Delay 17-19 
608 N. Dunn Street 
Petitioner: Matt Ellenwood  
Full demolition 
  
B. Demo Delay 17-20 
403 E. 20th Street 
Petitioner: Matt Ellenwood 
Full demolition 
 
C. Demo Delay 17-21 
1901 S. Rogers Street 
Petitioner: Deborah Myerson, on behalf of South Central Indiana Housing Opportunities 
Full demolition 
 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 
VII. COURTESY REVIEW 

 
VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

 
A. Trojan Horse Exploratory Work Update – Dan Oh, OEI, Inc.  
B. SHAARD Resurvey Update – Steve Wyatt 
 

IX. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 

X. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 

XI. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
A. Commission elections - John 
  

XII. ADJOURNEMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Auxiliary aids for people with disabilities are available upon request with adequate notice. Please call 812-349- 
3429 or e-mail human.rights@bloomington.in.gov. 

 
Next meeting date is Thursday, October 26, 2017 at 5:00 p.m. in the McCloskey Room  

Posted: 12/7/2017 

mailto:human.rights@bloomington.in.gov


 

Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission  
Showers City Hall  
McCloskey Room  

Thursday November 9, 2017  
5:00 PM  

MINUTES 
I. CALL TO ORDER  
  
Meeting was called to order at 5:03 pm. 
 
II. ROLL CALL  
  
 Commissioners 
 Leslie Abshier 
 Flavia Burrell 
 Jeannine Butler 
 Jeff Goldin 
 John Saunders 
 
 Advisory 
 Duncan Campbell 
 Deb Hutton 
 
 Staff 
 Rachel Ellenson 
 Alison Kimmel 
 Barbara McKinney 
 Anahit Behjou 
 Doris Sims 
 Adam Wason 

Brian Payne 
 
 Guests 
 Alex Jarvis 
 Steve Wyatt 
 Nicholas Carder 
 Jason Banach 
 Leighla Taylor 
 Marc Cornett 
 Matt Ellenwood 
 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
A. October 26, 2017  

 
Jeff Goldin made a motion to approve the minutes. Jeannine Butler seconded. Motion 
carried 5-0. 

 



 

IV. CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS  
 

Staff Review  
A. COA 17-82  
350 S. Madison Street: Greater Prospect Hill  
Rachel Ellenson gave presentation. See packet for details. 

 
Petitioner: Brian O’Quinn  
Replacement of failing roof shingles with charcoal/gray imperial rib metal roof.  

 
B. COA 17-85  
101 W. Kirkwood Avenue: Courthouse Square  
Petitioner: Everywhere Signs  
Installation of a 1” thick stud mounted PVC sign above storefront.  

 
Rachel Ellenson gave presentation. See packet for details. 
 
Commission Review  
A. COA 17-77 (Continued from October 26, 2017)  
209 S. Dunn Street: Restaurant Row  
Petitioner: City of Bloomington Pubic Works  
Removal of pioneer sidewalk by Bloomington Restorations, Inc. (BRI) and relocation to BRI’s 
Hinkle-Garton Farmstead.  

 
Rachel Ellenson gave presentation. See packet for details. 

 
Jeannine Butler asked for clarification that BRI will keep the sidewalks original integrity. 
Rachel Ellenson stated it will be in the same pattern, but curved.  

 
Deb Hutton asked to confirm that the sidewalk would not cover the entire length of the walkway 
needed. Steve Wyatt explained there would be other pavers finishing the length of the sidewalk 
near the house.  

 
Leslie Abshier asked what the reasoning for continuance was. Jeff Goldin stated there was no 
guarantee the sidewalk would be kept together, but used in various places. 

 
Duncan Campbell asked the Legal Department if other options were looked at regarding ADA 
alternatives. Barbara McKinney stated ADA requires public surfaces be accessible, which 
includes sidewalks. With a historic structure, if you can make a surface ADA compliant without 
altering the historic significance of a structure then one should do so. If there is no way to make a 
surface ADA compliant without altering the historic significance of the site, one should do what 
they can to make it accessible as possible. An example would be to place a sidewalk next to the 
pioneer sidewalk, but it would still need to meet a minimal level of access. Adam Wason 
clarified there was not enough width to make an ADA accessible sidewalk. Barbara McKinney 
stated there were two examples given by a commissioner. One would require a tree to be taken 
down and a water meter to be moved, but it would then meet the minimal width required by the 



 

ADA. Adam Wason stated they looked into that option as well, but due to the street tree, water 
meter and parking meter, those items would not allow them to put a sidewalk there. Duncan 
Campbell asked if it was because they didn’t want to move them. Adam Wason stated yes.  
 
Leslie Abshier asked who the owner of the property was. Adam Wason stated the sidewalk 
is City of Bloomington property, but the maintenance of sidewalks are the responsibility of 
the adjacent property owner, who is Indiana University.   
 
Leslie Campbell stated the sidewalk is no longer historic once it is moved.  
 
Duncan Campbell stated his frustration with the city. The same group of people who designated 
the sidewalk when ADA was in effect, now wants to destroy the sidewalk because it isn’t ADA 
compliant.  
 
Jeannine Butler asked if the commission turned down the COA. Does the commission have any 
way of forcing the city to create a new sidewalk adjacent to the historic sidewalk. Anahit 
Behjou stated she would have to look into that.  
 
Deb Hutton asked who would be responsible for putting in a new sidewalk. Adam Wason 
stated Indiana University would be responsible for that.  
 
Adam Wason stated his guess would be the commission does not have the authority to force the 
City to put in a sidewalk.  
 
Jeannine Butler made a motion to approve COA-17-77. Flavia Burrell seconded. Motion did 
not carry 2-3-0. (Yes/No/Abstain) 

 
B. COA 17-83  
208 N. Walnut Street: Courthouse Square  
Petitioner: Leighla Taylor, on behalf of Ethos Student Housing Community  
Installation of one, 11 sq. foot blade sign onto the side of one white pillar near the entry door.  

 
Rachel Ellenson gave presentation. See packet for details. 
 
Jeannine Butler asked where the sign would be mounted. Leighla Taylor stated in the mortar.  

 
Jeff Goldin made a motion to approve COA-17-83. Leslie Abshier seconded. Motion carried 
5-0. 

 
C. COA 17-84  
410 S. Rogers Street: Greater Prospect Hill  
Petitioner: Alex Jarvis  
Installation of 12 solar collectors to the South roof face. 

Rachel Ellenson gave presentation. See packet for details. 
 
John Saunders asked if the neighborhood was supportive. Jeff Goldin stated they were. 



 

 
Jeff Goldin made a motion to approve COA-17-84. Leslie Abshier seconded. Motion carried 
5-0. 
 
V. DEMOLITION DELAY  

 
NONE 

 
VI. NEW BUSINESS  

 
Showers Brothers Furniture Factory Kiln Renovation – Design Discussion  
 
Brian Payne gave presentation. He wanted the opinions of and feedback from the commission 
for how to make a strong COA presentation. He stated the five factors for reason of demolition, 
and he stated they believe three are valid.  
 
Jeannine Butler asked what materials would be recycled. Brian Payne stated the brick and 
possibly timbers. 
 
Flavia Burrell asked if there has been any other considerations for uses of the Kiln building. 
Brian Payne stated there has been some consideration from the city, but demolishing the Kiln is 
the most economic answer.  
 
Jeff Goldin stated Brian made a compelling economic argument. 
 
Duncan Campbell stated ESD needs to read Economics of Historic Preservation. He stated most 
things that Brian have argued for why the Kiln should be demolished are easily argued and 
contradictive reasons to keep the Kiln. The commission just turned down the request to tear out a 
sidewalk. The likelihood of the commission approving this COA is low.  
 
Leslie Abshier stated the comment about historical or architectural significance is not 
significant, because it does have historical significance. The argument the building cannot be put 
to any reasonable economically beneficial use is highly debatable. Duncan Campbell stated the 
City of Bloomington would have to claim hardship. Leslie Abshier stated her opinion is to focus 
on the criterion stating the demolition is necessary to allow development. 
 
VII. COURTESY REVIEW  
 

A. 121 E Kirkwood Avenue  
Bynum Fanyo & Associates, Inc.  
 

Jeff Goldin stated he was disturbed by the context of the building.  
 
Jeannine Butler stated it looks too large for its location.  
 



 

Leslie Abshier commented the windows don’t go with the rest of the surrounding buildings. The 
materials do not blend with the area.  
 
Duncan Campbell stated it is hard to give a contextual comment, when the adjacent buildings 
are blacked out and not shown in the drawings.  

 
B. 408 E. 6

th 
Street  

Bynum Fanyo & Associates, Inc.  
 

Jeannine Butler asked how many stories above ground the building is. Matt Ellenwood stated 
it is 4 stories.  
Flavia Burrell commented it is too tall for the area.  
 
Leslie Abshier commented she was opposed to the new Bloomington Bagel building, so to use 
the argument, the Bloomington Bagel building is already there as well, is not a good one. It does 
not belong there, and it is clear that it is not compatible with the neighborhood.  
 
Overall, the commissioners thought it was a good looking building, but did not belong where 
they are proposing to build it.  
 
VIII. OLD BUSINESS  
 

A. COA 17-67 – extended an offer to the petitioner to come back to the Commission, no 
response.  
 
Rachel Ellenson stated there was no response from the owner. COA stands. 
 

B. Batman House Historic Designation – Chris 
 
Chris Sturbaum was not in attendance to give the commission an update. 

 
Duncan Campbell asked what the status of the vacancy was for the commission.  
 

IX. COMMISSIONER’ COMMENTS  
 
NONE 
 
X. PUBLIC COMMENTS  
 
Marc Cornett wanted the commission’s comments regarding 223 N. Morton. The 

commission was in full support of the project.  
 

XI. ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 



 

Reminder of meeting schedule – only two more meetings for 2017 (November 9 and 
December 14), so any tabled petitions will be automatically approved after 30 days if 
they are not voted on at the meeting.  
 
John Saunders stated his term ends in January, and he would like for the commission to 
think about they would like to have as Vice Chair. Jeff Goldin has been recommended 
previously for Chair. This vote will happen in January. 
 

XII. ADJOURNMENT  
 
Meeting was adjourned at 7:10pm. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



SUMMARY 

COA 17-89 (Staff Review) 

401 N. Morton Street: Showers Brothers Furniture Factory Complex 
Petitioner: City of Bloomington 

Notable          IHSSI #: 105-055-26379 c. 1909

Background: The City Hall Showers building located at 401 N. Morton Street is a notable, 
slightly altered structure in excellent condition that is representative of 20th century industrial 
architecture. The building is part of the Showers Brothers Furniture Factory Local Historic 
District and is within the Downtown Core Overlay district.  

Request: Installation of a brick colored conduit line on the south face of the City Hall Showers 
building from ground level to the roof in order to connect the solar collectors on the parking lot 
awnings to the main power banks in the building.  



 

Guidelines:  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:  
Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
 
Showers Brothers Furniture Factory Historic District Guidelines 
3. General Guidelines 

E. New materials should, whenever possible, match the material being replaced in 
physical properties and should be compatible with the size, scale, color, material 
and character of the property and its environment.  

F. New additions or related new construction should not disrupt the essential form 
and integrity of the building and should be compatible with the size, scale, color, 
material and character of the building and its environment. 

G. New additions or related new construction should be differentiated form the 
existing fabric, thus should not necessarily be imitative of an earlier style or 
period.  

H. New additions or alterations should be done in such a way that if they were to be 
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property 
would be unimpaired.  

J. These guidelines are not intended to prohibit the incorporation of new or existing 
technologies that enhance energy conservation, efficiency, or alternative energy 
generation for the building or for the Certified Technology Park.  

4. Guidelines for Existing Structures 
 Equipment and Exterior Mechanicals 

1. Miscellaneous equipment such as security cameras, door buzzers and the like that 
require attachment to exterior walls shall be fastened so as to avoid damage to historic 
fabric. When such equipment is removed, patching with appropriate material will be 
required.  

2. Exterior conduits and cables are acceptable and Staff will determine the Level of 
Review. 

3. Solutions to incorporate alternative energy technologies are encouraged, and should 
be appropriately designed and mounted to minimize visual impact. 

 
Recommendations: Staff approves of the COA 17-89 request to install a conduit line on the south 
face of the City Hall Showers building to connect the solar collectors on the parking lot awnings 
to the buildings main power banks. The installation will be minimally invasive to the historic 
fabric of the building and it will be painted to match the brick color so it is not obvious when 
approaching the building from the south. Staff has recommended that any brackets be installed 
into the mortar joints of the brick exterior to minimize deterioration to the historic façade.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  



 

  



 

 



 

SUMMARY 
 

COA 17-90 (Staff Review) 
 

525 W 3rd Street: Prospect Hill 
Petitioner: Chris Sturbaum, on behalf of Patrick and Glenda Murray 

 
No SHAARD Data    IHSSI #: Unknown     c. 1920 

 
 

 
 

Background: The residence located at 525 W. 3rd Street was constructed c. 1920 and is in good 
condition. No attribute data was found in the SHAARD database. The house is located in the 
Prospect Hill Historic District and is zoned RC-Residential Core.  
 
Request: Reconstruction of brick front step surrounds and in-kind installation of 5 new limestone 
steps to replace the 4 original steps that are a safety hazard for the homeowners.  
 
Guidelines:  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:  
Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
 
Prospect Hill Historic District Guidelines: 
Guidelines for Existing Buildings 
Masonry 



 

• Appropriate: Maintain masonry by proper tuckpointing and appropriate cleaning. 
Tuckpoint mortar joints with mortar that duplicates the original in strength, composition, 
color, texture, joint size, method of application, and joint profile. Remove deteriorated 
mortar by hand raking or other means equally sensitive to the historic material. 

• Inappropriate: Do not use electric saws to remove mortar during tuckpointing; this 
method will damage surrounding masonry surfaces and change the joint size. Avoid 
unnecessary tuckpointing.  
 

Porches and Decks 
Porches are often the focus of historic buildings, particularly when they occur on primary 
elevations. Together with their functional and decorative features such as doors, steps, 
balustrades, pilasters, entablatures, and trim work, they can be extremely important in defining 
the overall historic character of a building. Their retention, protection, and repair always should 
be considered carefully when planning rehabilitation work.  
 
Distinctive Design and Structural Elements  

• Appropriate: Retain existing original porch features and details. Repair missing or 
deteriorated elements or replace them with elements that duplicate the original in design 
and materials. Pain new porch work.  

• Inappropriate: It is inappropriate to alter details that help define the character and 
construction of the porch and the overall style and historical development of the building. 

 
Preservation of Porches 

• Appropriate: If possible, preserve porches that contribute to the historical character of the 
property or have developed architectural or significance in their own right even if they 
are not original. 

• Inappropriate: Avoid creating a false historical appearance by introducing porch elements 
that represent different construction periods, methods, or styles.  

 
Recommendations: Staff is supportive the work described in COA 17-90. The reconstruction of 
the brick step surrounds by using existing materials is compatible with the Historic District 
Design Guidelines and the installation of 5 new steps is compatible in form and material usage 
with the original steps. A fifth step will not detract from the overall historic integrity of the 
structure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

 



 

SUMMMARY 
 

COA 17-86 
 

2321 N. Fritz Drive: Matlock Heights 
Petitioner: David Rhodes 

 
Contributing            IHISSI #: 105-055-34457    c. 1960 
 

 
 

Background: The residential split level at 2321 N. Fritz Drive in Matlock Heights Local Historic 
District was constructed c. 1960 and is in good condition. The property is zoned RS – Residential 
Single-Family.  
 
Request: Removal of all original aluminum windows and replacement with double-hung Insignia 
Windows that will fit into the existing windows openings. Redesign of front window from 3 
double-hung windows to a fixed picture window in the center and two slider windows on either 
side. 
 
 
 



 

Guidelines:  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:  
Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
Standard 3: Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. 
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features 
or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 
 
Matlock Heights Historic District Guidelines 
Guidelines for Existing Building and Other Public Façade Changes 
B. Windows and Doors 
 
“Recommended”: Existing architectural details for windows and doors shall be retained or 
replaced in the same style or in a design appropriate to the house or its’ context. 
“Acceptable”: Retain the proportions of original openings. Replacement of windows and doors 
determined to be original should duplicate the original in size and scale. 
 
Creative use of commercially available window shapes and size can help mimic the typical mid-
century modern patterns in new construction. Horizontal shapes and combinations of windows 
are integral to the look of the wall. If fixed windows on a primary façade are a concern for 
egress, other options may be allowed on a case-by-case basis and applications such as sliders or 
casement windows may be acceptable.  
 
Recommendations: Staff recommends approving the project as proposed because the petition is 
within the design guidelines for Matlock Heights Historic District and the design alterations of 
the new front windows will not detract from the historic integrity of the structure.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

 



SUMMARY 

COA 17-87 

416 E. 4th Street: Restaurant Row 
Petitioner: Sib Sheikh 

Non-contributing   IHSSI #: Unknown c. 1898

Background: The commercial building at 416 E. 4th Street is a non-contributing altered Queen 
Anne structure in good condition. It is zoned CD-Downtown Commercial and is located in the 
University Village downtown overlay district. The property is located with the Greater 
Restaurant Row Historic District.  

Request: Retroactive request for approval of the construction of a wooden trellis over the open 
portion of the patio on the front of the house that faces 4th Street.  

Guidelines:  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:  
Standard 1: A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that 
requires minimal change o the defining characteristics of the building and its site and 
environment.  



Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 

Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy 
historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the 
old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the 
historic integrity of the property and its environment.  

Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such 
a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property 
and its environment would be unimpaired.  

Recommendations: Staff recommends approving retroactive COA 17-83 request. The structure is 
easily removable and does not alter the historic fabric of the structure. Surrounding properties 
implement similar trellising or patio coverings.  







 

  







SUMMARY 

COA 17-88 

202 E. 6th Street: Monroe Carnegie Library 
Petitioner: Monroe County Historical Society 

Outstanding           IHSSI #: 105-055-34744 c. 1918, 1955

Background: The Monroe County Carnegie Library located at 202 E. 6th Street is a slightly 
altered, outstanding Beaux Arts structure constructed c. 1918. It is located within the Monroe 
County Carnegie Library Local Historic District and sits within the University Village Overlay. 
The property is zoned CD-Commercial Downtown.  

Request: In-kind replacement of asphalt shingle roof on the library addition and installation of 
120 solar collector panels on the S, E, and W faces of the addition roof.  

Guidelines:  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: 
Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 



Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation – Guidelines on Sustainability for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings: 

Solar Technology 
Recommended:  

• Considering on-site, solar technology only after implementing all appropriate treatments
to improve energy efficiency of the building which often have greater life-cycle cost
benefit than on-site renewable energy.

• Analyzing whether solar technology can be used successfully and will benefit a historic
building without compromising its character or the character of the site or the
surrounding historic district.

• Installing a solar device in a compatible location on the site or on a non-historic building
or addition where it will have minimal impact on the historic building and its site.

• Installing a solar device on the historic building only after other locations have been
investigated and determined infeasible.

• Installing a low-profile solar device on the historic building so that it is not visible or only
minimally visible from the public right-of-way: for example, on a flat roof and set back to
take advantage of a parapet or other roof feature to screen solar panels from view; or on a
secondary slope of a roof, out of view from the public right of way.

• Installing a solar device on the historic building in a manner that does not damage
historic roofing material or negatively impact the building’s historic character and is
reversible.

• Installing solar roof panels horizontally – flat or parallel to the roof – to reduce visibility.
Not Recommended: 

• Installing on-site, solar technology without first implementing all appropriate treatment’s
to the building to improve its energy efficiency.

• Installing a solar decide without first analyzing its potential benefit or whether it will
negatively impact the character of the historic building or site or the surrounding historic
district.

• Placing a solar device in a highly visible location where it will negatively impact the
historic building and its site.

• Installing a solar device on the historic building without first considering other locations.
• Installing a solar decide in a prominent location on the building where it will negatively

impact its historic character.
• Installing a solar device on the historic building in a manner that damages historic roofing

material or replaces it with an incompatible material and is not reversible.
• Removing historic roof features to install solar panels.
• Altering a historic, character-defining roof slope to install solar panels.
• Installing solar devices that are not reversible.
• Placing solar roof panels vertically where they are highly visible and will negatively

impact the historic character of the building.



Recommendations: Staff recommends approving the project as proposed. The project is within 
the scope of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation as they relate to solar 
technology installation. The panels will be minimally visible from the public right-of-ways and 
will not detract from the historic integrity of the main building.  



 

  





 

  





 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  







Demolition Delay 17-19 

608 N. Dunn Street 
Petitioner: Matt Ellenwood 

Contributing           IHSSI #: 105-055-35963 c. 1910

Background: The house located at 608 N. Dunn Street is a slightly altered single-story pyramid 
roof cottage built c. 1910. It is not directly adjacent to any local historic districts and is not an 
individually designated structure. 

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. 
Commission staff received the application on November 21, 2017. The BHPC may thus employ 
demolition delay for 90 days from the date, and may request an addition 30 days if necessary for 
further investigation. During the demolition delay period, the BHPC must decide whether to 
apply Local Designation to the property.  



Recommendations: Staff recommends releasing the demolition delay permit because the house 
does not retain enough historic integrity to merit individual local historic designation. It would 
certainly merit contribution to a larger historic district but as this time, there is no action to 
designate a larger district that the house could be included in.  







 

 









Demolition Delay 17-20 

403 E. 20th Street 
Petitioner: Matt Ellenwood 

Contributing          IHSSI #: 105-055-35349 c. 1950

Background: The residential structure at 403 E 20th Street is a slightly altered American Small 
House constructed c. 1950. It is not directly adjacent to any local historic districts and is not an 
individually designated structure. 

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. 
Commission staff received the application on November 29, 2017. The BHPC may thus employ 
demolition delay for 90 days from the date, and may request an addition 30 days if necessary for 



 

further investigation. During the demolition delay period, the BHPC must decide whether to 
apply Local Designation to the property.  
 
Recommendations: Staff recommends releasing the demolition delay permit because the house 
does not retain enough historic integrity to merit individual local historic designation. It would 
certainly merit contribution to a larger historic district but as this time, there is no action to 
designate a larger district that the house could be included in.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 









 

 



Demolition Delay 17-21 

1901 S. Rogers Street 
Petitioner: Deborah Myerson, on behalf of South Central Indiana Housing Opportunities 

Contributing          IHSSI #: 105-055-60886 c. 1950

Background: The residential structure at 1901 S. Rogers Street is a slightly altered ranch 
constructed c. 1950.  It is not directly adjacent to any local historic districts and is not an 
individually designated structure. 

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. 
Commission staff received the application on December 7, 2017. The BHPC may thus employ 
demolition delay for 90 days from the date, and may request an addition 30 days if necessary for 
further investigation. During the demolition delay period, the BHPC must decide whether to 
apply Local Designation to the property.  



Recommendations: Staff recommends releasing demolition delay permit because the house does 
not retain enough historic integrity to merit individual local historic designation. It would 
certainly merit contribution to a larger historic district but as this time, there is not action to 
designate a larger district that the house could be included in.   
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(1) 2-BED APARTMENTS
FLOOR AREA = 2,720 SF
PHASE 2

NONE
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