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* Members of the public may speak on matters of community concern not listed on the agenda at one of the two  
public comment opportunities.  Citizens may speak at one of these periods, but not both. Speakers are allowed five  
minutes; this time allotment may be reduced by the presiding officer if numerous people wish to speak. 
 
Auxiliary aids are available upon request with adequate notice. Please call (812) 349-3409 or email  
council@bloomington.in.gov. 

  
   Posted: 12 August 2022 

CITY OF  
BLOOMINGTON  
COMMON COUNCIL 

 
Council Chambers (#115), Showers Building, 401 N. Morton Street 

The meeting may also be accessed at the following link: 

https://bloomington.zoom.us/j/83569378343?pwd=UHYrNTJaUVFRZGgzekFqZEkyeVpNUT09 
 

I. ROLL CALL 

II. AGENDA SUMMATION 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 –  March 3, 2021 (Regular Session) 

IV. REPORTS (A maximum of twenty minutes is set aside for each part of this section.)  

A. Councilmembers  

B. The Mayor and City Offices 

a.  Report from Transportation Demand Manager - Jeffery Jackson 

C. Council Committees  

D. Public* 

V. APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

VI. LEGISLATION FOR SECOND READINGS AND RESOLUTIONS 

A. Ordinance 22-21 - To Amend Title 8 of the Bloomington Municipal Code, Entitled 
“Historic Preservation and Protection” To Establish A Historic District – Re:  Bethel 
A.M.E. Church and Parsonage (Bethel A.M.E., Owner and Petitioner) 

B. Resolution 22-15 – Expressing Support for the Protection of Reproductive Rights 
 

VII. LEGISLATION FOR FIRST READINGS  

  None  

VIII. ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT* (A maximum of twenty-five minutes is set aside for this section.) 

IX. COUNCIL SCHEDULE 

X. ADJOURNMENT  

AGENDA: 
REGULAR SESSION  

WEDNESDAY | 6:30 PM 
17 August 2022  
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City of Bloomington 
Office of the Common Council 

 

NOTICE 
 

Wednesday, 17 August 2022  

Regular Session  

Starting at 6:30 pm 

 
 

This meeting will be held in the Council Chambers (Suite #115, City Hall, 401 N. Morton St) and may also 
be accessed electronically via Zoom (see information below). 

 
 

Join Zoom Meeting 

https://bloomington.zoom.us/j/83569378343?pwd=UHYrNTJaUVFRZGgzekFqZEkyeVpNUT09 

 

Meeting ID: 835 6937 8343 

Passcode: 865791 

One tap mobile 

+13126266799,,83569378343# US (Chicago) 

+16469313860,,83569378343# US 

Find your local number: https://bloomington.zoom.us/u/kdSl5NpD8j 

 

 

 

 

As a quorum of the Council or its committees may be present, this gathering constitutes a meeting under the Indiana Open Door Law 
(I.C. § 5-14-1.5). For that reason, this statement provides notice that this meeting will occur and is open for the public to attend, 
observe, and record what transpires. 

 

         Posted: Friday, 12 August 2022 

401 N. Morton Street City Hall….. (ph.) 812.349.3409 
Suite 110 www.bloomington.in.gov/council (f:)  812.349.3570 

Bloomington, IN 47404 council@bloomington.in.gov  
003

https://bloomington.zoom.us/j/83569378343?pwd=UHYrNTJaUVFRZGgzekFqZEkyeVpNUT09
https://bloomington.zoom.us/u/kdSl5NpD8j
http://www.bloomington.in.gov/council
mailto:council@bloomington.in.gov


 

 

 

 

City of Bloomington  

Office of the Common Council 

 

Minutes for Approval 

 

03 March 2021 

004



 

In Bloomington, Indiana on Wednesday, March 03, 2021 at 6:30pm, 
Council Vice President Sue Sgambelluri presided over a Regular 
Session of the Common Council.  Per the Governor’s Executive 
Orders, this meeting was conducted electronically via Zoom. 

COMMON COUNCIL 
REGULAR SESSION 
March 03, 2021 
 

  
Councilmembers present via Zoom: Matt Flaherty, Isabel Piedmont-
Smith, Dave Rollo, Kate Rosenbarger, Susan Sandberg, Sue 
Sgambelluri, Ron Smith, Stephen Volan 
Councilmembers absent: Jim Sims 

ROLL CALL [6:32pm] 

  
Council Vice President Sue Sgambelluri summarized the agenda.  AGENDA SUMMATION [6:33pm] 
  
Flaherty moved and it was seconded to amend the agenda to 
consider items for first reading prior to items for second reading. 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. 

Vote to amend the agenda 
[6:36pm] 

  
Flaherty moved and it was seconded to approve the minutes of 
January 6, February 25, and February 24, 2021. The motion received 
a roll call vote of Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES [6:37pm] 
 
January 6, 2021 (Organizational 
Meeting) 
 
February 24, 2021 (Special 
Session) 
 
February 25, 2021 (State of the 
City Address) 

  
Sandberg announced that the Jack Hopkins Social Services 
Committee was starting the annual spring round. She also stated 
that the Plan Commission would start hearing the revisions to the 
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). 
 
Rollo extended kind thoughts to Doris and Jim Sims.  
 
Volan echoed Rollo’s sentiments.   
 
Sgambelluri thanked Adam Wason, Director, Public Works, for his 
and the Public Works department’s work during the snow storm. 
She also thanked Holly McLauchlin, Public Affairs Specialist, Utilities 
Service Center, for her responsiveness during the water main break 
in Matlock Heights. She also commented on her upcoming 
constituent meeting. 

REPORTS 
• COUNCIL MEMBERS 

[6:39pm] 

  
There were no reports from the Mayor or city offices. • The MAYOR AND CITY 

OFFICES [6:44pm] 
  
There were no council committee reports. 
 

• COUNCIL COMMITTEES 
[6:44pm] 

  
Mark Allen Sturdevyant expressed concerns about Centerstone’s 
contribution to the homeless situation in Bloomington.  
 
Mark Teller commented on the wellness check bodycam videos by 
the Bloomington Police Department (BPD) where it appeared that 
an individual was deceased. 
 
Elizabeth Cox Ash addressed density in McDoel Gardens and 
housing in Bloomington. 
 
 

• PUBLIC [6:45pm] 
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Donyel Byrd discussed the bodycam footage of the wellness check 
by the BPD which demonstrated inhumane care. She also 
commented on the universal declaration of human rights, and 
provided examples of ways to conduct wellness checks other than 
the police. 
 
Kay Goodman spoke about a recent robbery at a social services 
agency embedded in the Crestmont neighborhood and concerns 
about police actions that day. 
 
Jana Arthur commented about safety and basic human needs. She 
also thanked the staff at Shalom/Beacon. Arthur discussed the 
difficulties of being unhoused and stated that the people who helped 
her had saved her life.  
 
Renee Miller spoke about public parks and the city’s decision to 
spend thirty million dollars on another park, and urged the council 
to take care of the unhoused community members. She also stated 
that the welfare check recently done by BPD was not done properly.  
 
Alex Goodlad commenced a moment of silence for James “JT” 
Vanderberg, who was the individual who died at some point before 
or after the wellness check by BPD officer. 
 
Jada Bee spoke about the wellness check conducted by the BPD 
officer which demonstrated the ineffectiveness of police and said 
that responsibility should be taken away from BPD, with funding, to 
agencies that already existed that supported things like wellness 
checks. 
 
Veronica Fasio read a letter written by Jessica Stump who was 
currently in the hospital with Covid-19 as an unhoused community 
member.  
 
Flaherty moved and it was seconded to extend public comment by 
six minutes. The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, 
Abstain: 0. 
 
Nicole Johnson spoke about the bodycam footage of the wellness 
check and stated that BPD’s current approach was unsatisfactory 
because the current protocol prohibited social workers from being 
first responders. 

• Public (cont’d) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote to extend public comment 
[7:12pm] 
 
 
Public comment: (cont’d) 

  
Sandberg moved and it was seconded to make the following 
appointments: 

− For the Commission on the Status of Black Males: to appoint 
Valence Hayze to seat C-1. 

− For the Commission on the Status of Children and Youth: to 
appoint Mecca Burris to seat C-3. 

− For the Martin Luther King, Jr. Birthday Celebration 
Commission: to appoint Jessica Davis to seat C-1, and to 
appoint Malik McCluskey to seat C-3. 

− For the Animal Control Commission: to reappoint Chris Hazel 
to seat C-2. 

The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. 
 
 
 
 
 

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND 
COMMISSIONS [7:17pm] 
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Flaherty moved and it was seconded to make the following 
appointment: 

− For the Human Rights Commission: to reappoint Pamela 
Jackson to seat C-1. 

The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. 
 
Rosenbarger moved and it was seconded to make the following 
appointment: 

− For the Housing Preservation Commission: to appoint 
Matthew Seddon to seat C-4. 

The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. 

APPOINTMENT TO BOARDS AND 
COMMISSIONS (cont’d)  

  
 
 
 
Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Ordinance 21-07 be read 
by title and synopsis only. The motion received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. Clerk Nicole Bolden read the legislation 
by title and synopsis.  
 
Rollo moved and it was seconded to refer Ordinance 21-07 to the 
Land Use Committee, to meet on March 10, 2021 at 5:30pm.  
 
There was brief council discussion. 
 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. 

LEGISLATION FOR FIRST 
READING [7:22pm] 
 
Ordinance 21-07 To Amend the 
City of Bloomington Zoning Maps 
by Amending the District 
Ordinance and Preliminary Plan 
for Parcel E of the Thomson PUD. 
Re: 300 W. Hillside Drive (Tom 
Brennan, Petitioner) 
 
Council discussion: 
 
Vote to refer Ordinance 21-07 to 
the Land Use Committee [7:27pm] 

  
Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Ordinance 21-08 be read 
by title and synopsis only. The motion received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. Bolden read the legislation by title and 
synopsis.  
 
Piedmont-Smith moved and it was seconded to refer Ordinance 21-
08 to the Land Use Committee, to meet on March 10, 2021 at 
5:30pm. 
 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 7, Nays: 1 (Rollo), 
Abstain: 0.  

Ordinance 21-08  To Amend the 
City of Bloomington Zoning Maps 
by Rezoning 87 Acres from 
Planned Unit Development to 
Mixed-Use Corridor (MC) – Re: 
3100 W. Fullerton Pike (Bill C 
Brown Revocable Trust, 
Petitioner) [7:28pm] 
 
Vote to refer Ordinance 21-08 to 
the Land Use Committee [7:30pm] 

  
Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Ordinance 21-09 be read 
by title and synopsis only. The motion received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. Bolden read the legislation by title and 
synopsis.  
 
Rollo moved and it was seconded to refer Ordinance 21-09 to the 
Committee of the Whole, to meet on March 10, 2021 at 7:00pm. 
 
There was robust council discussion pertaining to the referral of 
Ordinance 21-09 to a council standing committee or to the 
Committee of the Whole. 
 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 4 (Rollo, Sgambelluri, 
Smith, Sandberg), Nays: 4, Abstain: 0. FAILED. 

Ordinance 21-09  To Amend Title 
9 of the Bloomington Municipal 
Code Entitled “Water” (Rate 
Adjustment) [7:31pm] 
 
 
 
 
Council discussion: 
 
 
 
Vote to Refer Ordinance 21-09 to 
Committee of the Whole [7:40pm] 
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Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Ordinance 21-10 be read 
by title and synopsis only. The motion received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. Bolden read the legislation by title and 
synopsis. 
 
Rollo moved and it was seconded to refer Ordinance 21-10 to the 
Committee of the Whole, to meet on March 10, 2021 at 7:00pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There was council discussion regarding the referral of Ordinance 
21-10, as well as the required notice of public hearing. 
 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 4 (Rollo, Sgambelluri, 
Smith, Sandberg), Nays: 4, Abstain: 0. FAILED. 

Ordinance 21-10 – An Ordinance 
Authorizing the Acquisition, 
Construction and Installation by 
the City of Bloomington, Indiana, 
of Certain Extensions and 
Improvements to the City’s 
Waterworks Utility, the Issuance 
and Sale of Revenue Bonds to 
Provide Funds for the Payment of 
the Costs Thereof, and the 
Collection, Segregation and 
Distribution of the Revenues of 
Such Waterworks Utility and 
Other Related Matters [7:42pm] 
 
Council discussion: 
 
 
Vote to Refer Ordinance 21-10 to 
Committee of the Whole [7:46pm] 

  
 
 
 
 
Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Resolution 21-03 be read 
by title and synopsis only.  The motion received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. Bolden read the legislation by title and 
synopsis. There was no do-pass recommendation. 
 
Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Resolution 21-03 be 
adopted. 
  
Brent Pierce, Assistant Director of the Housing and Neighborhood 
Development (HAND) Department presented the legislation. He 
discussed the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
Funding Recommendations for Fiscal Year 2021, objectives, social 
service funding, citizen participation, available funding, and 
distribution and allocation of funding. 
 
Piedmont-Smith asked about the timeline of the move of the New 
Hope Family shelter and if funding was for the new facility. 
     Pierce said that funding was for the new facility and would fit 
with the timeline.  
     Piedmont-Smith asked if the agency received the funding up front 
and not a reimbursement. 
     Pierce confirmed that was correct. 
     Piedmont-Smith inquired the city’s ability to allocate any 
programming income received.  
     Pierce explained that there had not been programming income 
since 2016, and it would have to be spent prior to allocating CDBG 
funding. 
 
Sandberg stated the suggested guideline of 15% for funding of social 
services by the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and asked if 
the city had traditionally spent the full 15%. 
     Pierce confirmed that the city spent the full amount allowed by 
federal law. 
 
 
Smith asked when the process had begun. 

LEGISLATION FOR SECOND 
READING AND RESOLUTIONS 
[7:48pm] 
 
Resolution 21-03 – To Approve 
Recommendations of the Mayor 
for Distribution of Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
Funds For 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Council questions: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

008



 
Meeting Date: 03-03-21 p. 5 

 
     Pierce stated that the city was notified the previous week of the 
funding. An action plan was being worked on to present to HUD. 
     Smith thanked Pierce and HAND staff for their work. 
 
Piedmont-Smith asked for clarification on the requested funds 
matching exactly the funded amount for each agency. 
     Pierce clarified that there was enough money to fully fund each 
applicant’s request. 
     Piedmont-Smith asked for further clarification. 
     Pierce explained that there was also additional funding in the 
form of reserves which helped fully fund the requested amounts. 
 
Mark Sturdevant commented on Centerstone. 
 
John Zody introduced himself as the incoming Director of HAND. 
 
Piedmont-Smith thanked Pierce and former Director of HAND, Doris 
Sims, for their work in assisting agencies to help the neediest in the 
community. 
 
Sgambelluri thanked those who worked on the CDBG project as well 
as the Citizen Advisory Committee. 
 
The motion to adopt Resolution 21-03 received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. 

Resolution 21-03 (cont’d) 
 
Council discussion:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public comment: 
 
 
 
Council comment:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote to adopt Resolution 21-03 
[8:14pm] 

  
Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Resolution 21-06 be read 
by title and synopsis only. The motion received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. Bolden read the legislation by title and 
synopsis. There was no do-pass recommendation. 
 
Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Resolution 21-06 be 
adopted. 
  
Jane Kupersmith, Assistant Director of Small Business Development, 
Economic and Sustainable Development Department, presented the 
legislation. She discussed tax abatement general standards and 
guidelines, and provided examples. 
 
Rollo commented on the criteria and asked why both increasing 
wages and providing affordable housing was not required. 
     Kupersmith explained that an abatement might only have one to 
two jobs which justified having either increased wages or affordable 
housing. 
 
Smith asked for clarification on the effect of tax abatements. 
     Kupersmith said that affordable housing was an important 
priority with abatements. She said that abatements were a tool for 
economic development and explained further clauses in 
abatements.  
 
Geoff McKim expressed support for Resolution 21-06. 
 
Nathan Mutchler commented on city spending. 
 
Piedmont-Smith thanked everyone involved in the revisions within 
Resolution 21-06. 
 
Flaherty also thanked Kupersmith and the commission and said he 
would support Resolution 21-06. 

Resolution 21-06 – To Approve 
“The City of Bloomington Tax 
Abatement Program General 
Standards” Which Amends and 
Supersedes All Former Versions of 
the City’s Tax Abatement Program 
Criteria and Procedures [8:15pm] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Council questions: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public comment: 
 
 
 
Council comment:  
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Rollo agreed with Cms. Piedmont-Smith and Flaherty and said 
Resolution 21-06 was a community need. 
 
Rosenbarger also thanked Kupersmith and highlighted certain 
considerations and goals in the Sustainability Action Plan (SAP). She 
commented on other Plans and their benefits. 
 
The motion to adopt Resolution 21-06 received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. 

Resolution 21-06 (cont’d) 
 
Council discussion:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote to adopt Resolution 21-06 
[8:32pm] 

  
Flaherty moved and it was seconded that Ordinance 21-06 be read 
by title and synopsis only. The motion received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 8, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0. Bolden read the legislation by title and 
synopsis. There was no recommendation from the Committee of the 
Whole. 
 
Piedmont-Smith moved and it was seconded to refer Ordinance 21-
06 to the Public Safety Committee to meet on March 10, 2021 at 
7pm to report back to the Council at the Regular Session on April 7, 
2021. She provided supporting information for the motion. 
 
Flaherty supported to referring Ordinance 21-06 to the Public 
Safety Committee because it was important for the administration, 
councilmembers, and the public to have ample time to review the 
materials pertaining to Ordinance 21-06.  
 
Volan provided reasons for his support in referring Ordinance 21-
06 to the Public Safety Committee, including the absence of Jim Sims 
due to a death in the family, concerns over humanitarian issues, and 
the complex amendments to Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Sandberg agreed on the complexity of the issue at hand, but after 
much deliberation and feedback, she did not believe the current 
path was amendable. She would be voting against the referral to 
committee because a broader coalition with community members 
was necessary. 
 
Rosenbarger referenced the ordinance on towing that was 
considered in 2020, which had been in rough shape, so multiple 
meetings were held to draft something that most were in agreement 
with. She proposed council do the same with Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Smith commented that all councilmembers wanted to help the 
homeless, but he was dismayed that the councilmembers in 
opposition to Ordinance 21-06 were being vilified. He said that 
Ordinance 21-06 did not serve people who were homeless, but 
instead drove a wedge in the community. He said he would not be 
supporting Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Volan asked Smith if he would consider an amendment by 
substitution or if he intended to bring alternative legislation to 
address the problem.  
     Smith stated that he was not familiar with amendment by 
substitution.  
     Volan asked if Smith believed that the issue could be solved by a 
single and perfect ordinance. 
     Smith stated that he did not and instead sought a compromise. 
 

Ordinance 21-06 – To Amend Title 
2 (“Administration and 
Personnel") of the Bloomington 
Municipal 4 Code Re: Adding 
Chapter 2.87 (Protections for 
People Experiencing 
Homelessness) [8:33pm] 
 
 
 
 
Council questions: 
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Flaherty noted that one amendment was a middle-ground approach. 
He also that the business community and the service providers in 
the community agreed that additional time and discussion would be 
helpful. He urged his colleagues to allow Ordinance 21-06 to 
proceed through a normal legislative cycle. 
 
Rollo said that Ordinance 21-06 was irredeemable in its current 
form. He said that not referring Ordinance 21-06 to committee did 
not preclude additional discussion on the topic it was addressing. 
 
Volan asked Rollo if he believed if any legislation would improve the 
situation. 
     Rollo asked for clarity or an example. 
     Volan clarified that he was asking if Rollo believed the issue could 
be addressed and the problem solved. 
     Rollo stated that legislation had a role, but that Ordinance 21-06 
was very divisive. 
     Volan asked if Rollo intended to bring legislation to address the 
problem. 
     Rollo responded that he was not sure and that more community 
discussion was necessary. 
 
Sandberg commented that she believed that the issue could be 
addressed through legislation, but that it should be done in 
cooperation with employees, administration, broader coalition of 
professional in the health care and caring fields, and that a pause 
was necessary. She stated that it was not helpful to ask those in 
opposition to come up with a magical solution on the spot. She said 
that the community was divided and that Ordinance 21-06 was 
drafted without consideration of city employees who would be 
responsible for enforcement. 
 
Piedmont-Smith noted that the problem was urgent and that if 
Ordinance 21-06 failed, it would sweep the problem under the rug. 
She said the issue was life or death, and that individuals were 
criminalized for sleeping. She explained that there was already one 
death and there could be more. She asked those in opposition to 
Ordinance 21-06 to bring forth legislation and also noted the 
amendments to the legislation. She commented that those in 
opposition were short-changing Cms. Rosenbarger and Flaherty 
who had worked with the administration and employees in the field, 
as well as those experiencing homelessness. She urged her 
colleagues to allow for more time to work on the legislation. 
 
Flaherty spoke about the merit on divisive issues being heard, and 
provided examples. He also spoke about the legislative process, 
public input, and the purpose of committee meetings. He urged his 
colleagues to extend time for consideration of Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Sgambelluri stated she did not have alternative solutions, and 
discussed the legislative process. She said that Ordinance 21-06 was 
originally constructed without the critical feedback of the 
administration and the business community. She favored taking a 
step back to work with community partnerships to draft a better 
plan. She disagreed that by not passing Ordinance 21-06 that many 
years would lapse before addressing the issue. 
 
 
 
 

Ordinance 21-06 (cont’d) 
 
Council questions:  
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Rosenbarger reminded council that all councilmembers were 
invited to participate in that drafting process of Ordinance 21-06 
with the sponsors of the legislation. She referenced many emails 
sent by the sponsors. She said that only one councilmember showed 
interest in participating. 
 
Rollo stated that the administration had been working on the issue, 
and said that Ordinance 21-06 was flawed and irredeemable. He 
spoke about the consequences of allowing the unhoused population 
to sleep in public parks, which had resulted in one death. He 
commented on the legislative process, and that Ordinance 21-06 
had caused division in the community.  
 
Sandberg disagreed that a welcoming mat was laid out for 
councilmembers to participate in the drafting of Ordinance 21-06 
and said that it was not valuable public policy. She commented that 
she learned that Ordinance 21-06 had not been vetted by staff. She 
explained that those who opposed Ordinance 21-06 cared about the 
unhoused population, and that they wanted to move towards a 
better plan with stakeholders. Sandberg stated that Ordinance 21-
06 was flawed policy and that was why she opposed it. 
 
Piedmont-Smith said that she had never accused her colleagues of 
being opposed to helping people who were experiencing 
homelessness. She explained that she saw an urgency that was not 
seen by all councilmembers and provided examples of the urgent 
and upcoming needs. She spoke about park closing times, 
trespassing, and stated that she believed councilmembers in 
opposition cared about the issue at hand. She commented that the 
individual who had passed away, had had a tent and heater prior to 
the first sweep of the encampment at Seminary Park, and later did 
not have either prior to his passing. She welcomed better legislation 
from council. 
 
Flaherty reminded council to keep discussion focused on the 
current motion. He also commented that he had emailed 
councilmembers multiple times before Ordinance 21-06 was 
drafted. He noted that Council President Sims was not able to be 
present, but that his input would be valuable as Chair of the Public 
Safety Committee. Flaherty said that it was a disservice to force a 
vote and urged council to send Ordinance 21-06 to committee. 
 
Volan commented on the legislative cycle and the benefit of there 
being five Wednesdays in March. He noted that Sgambelluri was the 
only councilmember in opposition of Ordinance 21-06 who had 
expressed interest in forming alternative legislation. He spoke about 
the legislative process and opportunities for improving proposed 
legislation. He questioned if those in opposition to Ordinance 21-06 
believed that legislation should not be initiated by council but by the 
administration primarily. 
 
Sgambelluri said that she was beyond concerned about the 
polarizing language at the meeting. She believed that sending 
Ordinance 21-06 to committee delayed a better discussion and plan 
for the urgent issue at hand. She preferred moving towards a more 
inclusive and productive discussion, sooner. 
 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 4 (Volan, Rosenbarger, 
Flaherty, Piedmont-Smith), Nays: 4, Abstain: 0. FAILED. 
 
 

Ordinance 21-06 (cont’d) 
 
Council questions:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote to refer Ordinance 21-06 to 
Public Safety Committee [9:20pm] 
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Flaherty moved and it was seconded to adopt Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Rosenbarger presented Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Mary Catherine Carmichael, Director of Public Engagement in the 
Office of the Mayor, spoke about the discussion regarding 
individuals experiencing homelessness. She said there were many 
services and facilities available that were not under the purview of 
the city. Examples included the arts community, youth sports, 
mental health organizations, and addiction treatment facilities. She 
explained that the city partnered with many organizations, but that 
the city did not have the specialized knowledge, skills, and 
resources to provide the specific services to address homelessness. 
 
Beverly Calendar-Anderson, Director of Community and Family 
Resources (CFR) department, spoke about the core values of the 
community. She discussed the administration’s community 
partnerships including a database of free and reduced food 
programs. She explained that the city was not solely responsible for 
solving housing insecurity and that it relied on community partners 
like Beacon, Wheeler Mission, New Hope, Middle Way House, and 
Centerstone, who had experience and resources. She also discussed 
funding by the city for organizations that provided social services to 
those in need, as well as the winter shelter, the women’s shelter at 
Wheeler Mission, the warming space at Beacon, support for Kinser 
Flat apartments, and more. She said the total funds that were 
committed by the city was $1,325,012 for 2020/2021. A working 
group convened by the mayor was discussing long-term solutions 
for housing insecurity for low income families. She spoke further 
about the collaborative efforts in Bloomington and Monroe County 
and provided examples. She explained that the working group was 
focusing on supporting long-term strategies to address acute 
housing issues, and create an actionable plan. 
 
Philippa Guthrie, Corporation Counsel, commented that Ordinance 
21-06 posed a significant risk of liability for the city and provided 
examples. She spoke about the broad definition of an “emergency,” 
the lack of clarity on what constituted “all reasonable efforts” to 
notify campers, and on what constituted “adequate space” for 
campers. Guthrie also discussed compliance of laws and regulations 
including the state fire code, public health requirements, disability 
access, and more. She said the city’s insurance rates would likely go 
up, and she explained the risk of lawsuits. Guthrie stated that there 
were practical and policy issues that made the legislation difficult to 
comply with leading to unintended consequences. She provided 
examples and spoke about other concerns regarding Ordinance 21-
06. Guthrie stated that the similar legislation that was passed in 
Indianapolis had flaws and was amended recently. She explained 
the changes. She also commented on recent lawsuits pertaining to 
homelessness in other states. Guthrie urged the council to not vote 
in favor of Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Rollo asked Rosenbarger how many neighborhood associations she 
spoke to about Ordinance 21-06 and its impact on them. 
     Rosenbarger responded that she had two constituent meetings 
where Ordinance 21-06 was discussed but that she did not attend 
neighborhood association meetings. 
     Rollo asked if there was community support for Ordinance 21-06. 
     Rosenbarger stated that there was. 
     Rollo asked if the westside neighborhood supported Ordinance 
21-06. 
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     Rosenbarger said there were people for and against Ordinance 
21-06. 
     Piedmont-Smith stated that she had also discussed Ordinance 21-
06 at her constituent meeting and that there were also people for 
and against it. 
 
Smith asked if the sponsors knew the number of unhoused people. 
     Flaherty said that there were two distinctions regarding the 
unhoused population. First, there were individuals who either could 
not go to a shelter because it was full, or because they were not 
allowed. Second, there were individuals who were unwilling to go to 
a shelter, for a variety of reasons. The number of unhoused people 
fluctuated throughout the year. In January, outreach workers from 
Beacon counted around forty in the Seminary Park area and around 
sixty to sixty-five total. Flaherty reminded everyone that the winter 
shelters would close soon so the numbers would likely increase. 
     Smith asked if the sponsors had discussed possible areas for 
individuals to camp on, with organizations that worked with the 
unhoused population, specifically near those organizations. 
     Flaherty said that he had not discussed that specific topic with 
organizations and that he suspected that zoning prohibited that 
from being allowed. He said that he did not know of any 
organization that had land to offer for camping. 
     Smith asked if agencies had suggestions for resolving 
homelessness. 
     Flaherty said that housing the unhoused was the answer and 
would resolve homelessness. He said there was concern amongst 
experts that building more shelters would potentially have an 
adverse effect. He clarified that Ordinance 21-06 was not attempting 
to resolve homelessness but rather to not make it illegal for 
someone to sleep overnight in public spaces. 
 
Volan asked the sponsors to list the community organizations that 
were directly involved with providing services to the unhoused that 
have signed off on Ordinance 21-06. 
     Flaherty described community organizations and affiliates and 
how they were structured. He said he did not have a complete list of 
Region Ten Continuum of Care Board but noted that there were 
sheltering agencies and housing agencies that operated within 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and Indiana Housing and 
Community Development Authority (IHCDA) too.  
     Volan asked if the Continuum of Care Board had an opinion on 
Ordinance 21-06. 
     Flaherty stated that the board had drafted a letter of support for 
Ordinance 21-06. 
     Rosenbarger read the letter. 
     Volan asked what the administration’s response was to the letter. 
     Calendar-Anderson said that the administration was beholden to 
the entire city and that they were seeking the best solution for the 
community. She said that the Continuum of Care Board did not have 
the same responsibility. 
     Volan asked if she knew of any agencies in opposition to 
Ordinance 21-06. 
     Calendar-Anderson stated that she had not spoken with all of the 
organizations within the Continuum of Care Board. 
 
Sandberg asked about the logistics of retrofitting parks with 
restrooms, et cetera. 
     Paula McDevitt, Director of Parks and Recreation Department, 
spoke about the department’s processes. She spoke about the fiscal 
impact, and what was required if Ordinance 21-06 was passed. She 
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reviewed the estimate of making a camp site for approximately 
seventy-two people including site preparation, budget, monthly 
costs, and one-time costs, maintenance, and partnerships with social 
workers, counselors, mental health workers, and more. 
 
Rollo commented that he was told that at an Elm Heights meeting 
that Flaherty had referred to the drafting of the legislation as a 
“chess game” with the administration and asked if that was 
accurate. He stated that he was cynical about the intent of 
Ordinance 21-06 and asked what the sponsors’ end game was. 
     Flaherty said that he did not recall making that characterization. 
He commented on the political process and amendments. He said 
that there was no traction with the administration regarding a 
meaningful conversation about making it legal to sleep outside if 
someone had nowhere else to go.  
     Rollo said that the implications of Ordinance 21-06 was unclear 
and ambiguous. He said that it was divisive for the community and 
asked if that was part of the sponsors’ strategy and plan.  
     Volan objected to the line of questioning by Rollo. 
     Rollo stated that his questions were in regards to the unclear 
implications and goals of Ordinance 21-06. 
     Sgambelluri interjected and asked Flaherty if he wanted to 
respond to Rollo’s question. 
     Flaherty said that the goal of Ordinance 21-06 was to grant 
people a legal place to sleep when they had nowhere else to go and 
to highlight housing solutions. 
     Rollo stated that did not lead to shelter and kept homeless people 
in encampments. 
     Flaherty disagreed with that characterization. He said that the 
members of the Continuum of Care Board, those who worked with 
the unhoused, believed it necessary for granting stability, dignity, 
and rights to the unhoused population on the path towards housing 
solutions to reduce homelessness. 
     Rollo asked how many people would be residing in the parks. 
     Flaherty stated that he could not predict the unhoused population 
in Bloomington. 
 
Flaherty asked Calendar-Anderson about the statement she read 
from Efrat Feferman and Tina Peterson from the Community 
Foundation and United Way, and asked about the specific issue of 
where someone could legally sleep if they had nowhere else to go. 
He explained that he and the co-sponsors had discussed that with 
Feferman and Peterson who said they were not well-suited to 
handle that topic. He asked if they had spoken to that specific issue. 
     Calendar-Anderson said they had discussed collaboration and 
that housing insecurity was a regional, as well as long term, issue, 
and that permanent solutions being discussed by the working 
group.  
 
Sgambelluri asked about declaring an area an emergency. 
     Flaherty said that the Monroe County Health Department could 
identify a public health emergency, and that latitude was given to 
the mayor and his designees, including the Chief of Police, to declare 
an area an emergency through a written declaration. Chief Mike 
Deikhoff had stated that each situation was unique, and there was a 
need for flexibility. He said that Ordinance 21-06 intended to defer 
to various experts to declare an emergency. 
     Sgambelluri asked how fifteen days and forty-eight hours for 
notices had been determined. 
     Rosenbarger stated that the fifteen day notice was taken from the 
legislation in Indianapolis, which seemed to work well. She said that 
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an additional notice of two days was also included but that those 
durations of time could be amended. 
 
Piedmont-Smith asked what the city would do when the winter 
shelters closed and there were more people sleeping outside. 
     Carmichael responded that she was not sure if the closing of 
winter shelters was mandated nor was it the city’s choice. She said 
that there might be a proven need to keep the shelters open longer 
and that additional conversation with the community could be had. 
     Calendar-Anderson said the city was in communication with the 
shelters, which would close at the end of April, and depending on 
the pandemic, the shelters might remain open longer. She spoke 
about ongoing conversations and what the need might be. 
     Piedmont-Smith stated that the city did not provide any funding 
for the new shelter with Beacon, and asked about potential new city 
funds to keep that shelter open. She asked if a cost-risk analysis had 
been done pertaining to keeping the shelters open longer, and 
legally allowing overnight sleeping in the city. 
     Calendar-Anderson said the city was not asked to provide 
funding for that shelter. 
     Carmichael said that the city would not be the only funding 
agency to keep that shelter open. She said that it was another 
opportunity for a community conversation. 
     Calendar-Anderson stated that a lot of what the city had done was 
work with community partners. 
     Piedmont-Smith asked if the city had a policy about allowing 
encampments as the weather got warmer. 
     Carmichael said that if individuals chose to sleep outside that was 
their right. 
     Piedmont-Smith asked if the city would continue to clear 
encampments. 
     Carmichael said that if encampments were in violation of park 
rules, then the city would continue to enforce the no-trespass rule 
between 11:00pm and 5:00am. 
 
Rosenbarger asked McDevitt how the estimate regarding workers 
needed if Ordinance 21-06 passed was determined. 
     Carmichael responded that if it was a city-owned property, then 
the city was de facto responsible. 
     McDevitt said that they ran a program in partnership with 
Monroe County Health Department, Indiana University Health 
Bloomington, and Centerstone which showed that people were in 
need of services. Her department did not have the resources or 
expertise to address some of the services that the unhoused 
community members needed. Ordinance 21-06 outlined that the 
city would be responsible for locating temporary, permanent 
housing and more appropriately managed by a case manager.  
 
Volan commented that it was 10:45pm and said that a full 
conversation was warranted without going until 2:00am. 
 
Volan asked McDevitt about the estimated annual, and one-time, 
costs. He asked if the goal was to reduce homelessness and get 
people out of the camp. 
     McDevitt said that the city did not know how long it would take to 
get people into homes. Social workers and case managers could 
locate the unhoused in parks and assist them with housing and 
employment. She said that having experts there was beneficial to 
those seeking assistance. 
     Volan agreed and asked if site maintenance would be sufficient 
for camps, like trash service, site management, and bathrooms. He 
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asked why the city would need to provide services instead of just 
site maintenance. 
     Carmichael said that when there were people in public spaces, 
the city was responsible and liable for what occurred. 
     Guthrie said that if the city was taking responsibility for a space 
that was housing people, then precautions were needed to reduce 
risk. 
     Volan asked if there was that level of staffing and services at 
Bloomington public housing. 
     Carmichael stated that the city did not run that program. 
     Volan asked McDevitt to breakdown the monthly cost of site 
management. 
     McDevitt explained the estimated monthly costs, including 
fencing, lighting, sites with restrooms, port-o-pots, and a dumpster. 
She also mentioned supplies that would be necessary to managing a 
site, as well as a site specialist who would be responsible for 
maintaining the site. She said that it would be a twenty-four hour 
site which would be staffed at all times.  
 
Sandberg asked Wason about other public properties within the 
one-mile radius as listed in Ordinance 21-06 that might be suitable 
for an encampment arrangement. 
     Wason responded that the city owned a variety of properties but 
only one that would be suitable was on West Third Street. It was a 
forested parcel located between two commercial properties. 
     Sandberg commented on the commercial properties next to the 
parcel, including Culvers. 
     Wason further described the parcel. 
     Sandberg stated that was not a park, but only a city-owned parcel. 
She asked about retrofitting that parcel to be in compliance with 
Ordinance 21-06. 
     Wason stated that he did not know but it was over 80% wooded. 
     Sandberg asked about the responsibility of Public Works for 
encampments at parks and what the cost would be. 
     Wason spoke about the efforts he and his staff put forth with the 
parks department in cleaning up Seminary Park. It took a lot of extra 
resources but he did not have a dollar amount. 
     Sandberg stated that her question regarding options for 
encampments other than parks demonstrated that there were none. 
It put everything back on McDevitt and the parks department. 
 
Smith asked Piedmont-Smith if they had asked local providers if 
they would be able to manage a site if the city could find one. 
     Piedmont-Smith said that Rosenbarger and Flaherty could best 
answer the question since she was not involved with the 
communications with local providers due to the concern of a 
quorum of councilmembers. 
     Flaherty responded that the origins of Ordinance 21-06 did not 
task the city with finding a space for encampments, but rather 
provided for that as a possibility. The purpose of the legislation was 
to not consider sleeping outdoors illegal for those who did not have 
other options or felt they did not. He said that managing a site was 
not specifically discussed with local providers because it was not 
the original purpose of Ordinance 21-06. He noted that the changes 
to the Indianapolis ordinance tasked city staff with exploring the 
feasibility of designating a specific location where people would be 
allowed to camp. He further explained the sponsors’ goals with 
drafting Ordinance 21-06. 
     Smith asked if the sponsors attempted to find a private piece of 
land where the owner would allow the encampments or donate 
land. 
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     Flaherty said that if it were donated then it would be allowed in 
Ordinance 21-06 as written. 
     Smith asked about land donated to a local provider. 
     Flaherty explained that there was a difference between 
governmental roles and local providers’ role. He said that having a 
designated outdoor space helped but did not alleviate issues like 
when an individual was removed from a shelter due to behavior. He 
reiterated the purpose of Ordinance 21-06 was to not make sleeping 
outside illegal and to not arrest someone if they were behaving 
lawfully.  
 
Piedmont-Smith asked the administration’s staff where someone 
experiencing homelessness could legally sleep if they did not have 
access to a shelter. 
     Guthrie said that probably nowhere and that the city would 
handle that situation through judicious enforcement. She said the 
solution was not to just allow an individual to sleep outside. 
     Piedmont-Smith asked Guthrie what that individual was 
supposed to do. 
     Guthrie responded that was a larger community conversation and 
that it was difficult for the city to find the solution on its own. 
     Carmichael explained that the administration did not think the 
city would be able to come up with the best solution. She said that 
she understood Piedmont-Smith’s frustration with the 
administration’s inability to answer her question. 
     Piedmont-Smith asked Carmichael if she agreed or disagreed that 
it was the government’s role to help the most vulnerable in society. 
     Carmichael said that she agreed and discussed the division of 
labor in government like Township Trustees that assisted the poor. 
     Piedmont-Smith asked if it was Carmichael’s opinion that it was 
not the obligation of the City of Bloomington to make sure that 
people could legally sleep if they had no place else to go. 
     Carmichael responded that practice was to allow individuals to 
sleep outside, but were expected to follow the no trespass rules and 
that the parks closed.  
     Guthrie added that there were other units of government and that 
this issue was not just the city’s responsibility. 
 
Rollo asked Diekhoff about the nature of calls to police regarding 
individuals in public parks. He also asked for information regarding 
the welfare check on “JT.” 
     Diekhoff said there were many disturbance calls and overdose 
calls for individuals in public parks. He said there were sometimes 
several calls per day, including fights and more. The police 
department was short staffed and having encampments would 
increase the calls. Diekhoff said that his staff was familiar with Mr. 
Vanderberg, and that it was a tragic incident. He said that his staff 
had worked with him over several years. He provided more 
information regarding welfare checks. He said that Mr. Vanderberg 
was difficult and generally did not want to be bothered and 
provided examples of former welfare checks on him. 
     Rollo asked if it was accurate that the police had taken away 
Vanderberg’s tent.  
     Diekhoff said that Vanderberg did not have a tent at Seminary 
Park and the last time he did was when he stayed behind Kmart 
west. 
Volan asked about having a temporary camp in Rose Hill Cemetery. 
     McDevitt said it was disrespectful to the families of those buried 
there. She explained that there were complaints about off-leash 
dogs at the cemetery so she did not see that as a solution. 
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     Volan said that he understood the issue of disrespect and that the 
same respect was not given to others. 
     Carmichael mentioned that the cemetery was nearly sold out of 
plots so there was not open space for a temporary encampment. 
 
Flaherty commented on procedure, amendments, and timeliness of 
the meeting. He asked Diekhoff and Wason about the costs as a 
result of homelessness and not related to Ordinance 21-06.  
     Diekhoff stated that the police department’s calls to Seminary 
Park had decreased since no one was sleeping in the park. 
     Carmichael added that it was also a matter of staff’s hours. 
     McDevitt said the costs were not part of the planned budget and 
were incurred because of clean up services, storage, and on-call 
staff. 
     Flaherty asked if costs such as clean up services were displaced 
as encampments were displaced. 
     Carmichael agreed but said that staff would not be able to answer 
due to too many unknown factors. 
 
Piedmont-Smith suggested that public comment be limited to three 
minutes per speaker. 
 
Mark Teller commented on the meeting, the interaction between 
police and individuals experiencing homelessness. He said that no 
councilmembers in opposition to Ordinance 21-06 had reached out 
to the Bloomington Housing Authority. 
 
Kai Freeman spoke in favor of Ordinance 21-06 and about the 
pandemic and its effect on individuals experiencing homelessness. 
He discussed issues of being unhoused, classism, and the need for an 
ongoing conversation. 
 
Heather Lake mentioned the difficulty with the evening’s meeting. 
She commented on housing, Section 8 housing, the closing of the 
winter shelter, and the need for a legal place to sleep. 
 
Cathi Crabtree discussed the treatment of the most vulnerable 
neighbors. She said that there was an immediate need as well as a 
long-term, comprehensive solution, and commented on the needs at 
encampments and spoke about homeowner associations. 
 
Reverend Forrest Ian Gilmore understood business owner concerns, 
and in working towards solutions with them. He spoke about the 
court precedent and the need to not make sleeping outdoors illegal. 
He also discussed his concerns of Ordinance 21-06 not passing 
through to committee. 
 
Alex Goodlad spoke in favor of Ordinance 21-06 and said that the 
city did not want to have conversations about the issue. He 
discussed the details of costs, process, and other concerns for the 
unhoused population. 
 
Elizabeth Elliot spoke in favor of Ordinance 21-06. She urged 
council to not criminalize sleeping. 
 
Daniel Bingham referenced the 9th Circuit Court’s decision to not 
criminalize sleeping in public spaces when there was no other 
option. He spoke in favor of Ordinance 21-06 as a start. 
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Lucas read a written comment by Ann Boylen who was in support of 
Ordinance 21-06. She said there was a human rights emergency and 
urged council to vote in favor of Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Renee Miller spoke about the behavior of councilmembers during 
the meeting. She also spoke in favor of Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Mark Sturdyvant discussed issues with nonprofits, homelessness, 
jobs, and interactions with police. He urged council to vote in favor 
of Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Jacob Schwartz thanked Flaherty, Piedmont-Smith, Volan, and 
Rosenbarger. He urged Sgambelluri to vote in favor of Ordinance 
21-06. He scolded council for deliberating Ordinance 21-06 during a 
time when Council President Sims was not available. 
 
Allyson McBride spoke about not being represented well, as a 
constituent, in the meeting. She discussed clearing out 
encampments, procedure, amendments, and tangible plans to help 
people experiencing homelessness. 
 
Donyel Bird urged council to vote in favor of Ordinance 21-06 as a 
human rights issue. She discussed the pandemic, shelters, sleeping 
outdoors, and possibly having the city hire social workers and case 
managers.  
 
Nina Brochen discussed reasons to support Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Wendy Bernstein spoke against Ordinance 21-06 and defended the 
councilmembers in opposition of it. She said there were health 
problems that endangered families and children and made 
community members feel less safe in parks. 
 
Jada Bee talked about the process of drafting Ordinance 21-06 and 
who should be considered an expert. She said that the legislation 
was a stop-gap to criminalizing sleeping outside. She also discussed 
other divisive issues within the community. She urged council to 
support Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Jean Capler read a statement by the Beacon, Inc. board of directors 
providing reasons to support Ordinance 21-06. She also explained 
the challenges that people experiencing homelessness faced and 
said that decriminalizing sleeping outside was a humane solution. 
 
Alessia Modjarrad spoke in favor of Ordinance 21-06 and about her 
volunteer efforts at Shalom Center. She commented on the process 
involved with corresponding with the administration, council, and 
in finding a solution for homelessness. She said it was not ideal to 
have a vote without Council President Sims and that it was racist. 
 
Tassie Gnady discussed cities that had created encampments that 
were safe and well done. She discussed costs and inflated estimates, 
weatherizing, and Dignity Village in Portland as a model for 
Bloomington to consider. 
 
Nicole Johnson commented that the city had made it illegal to sleep 
outside. She said housing was a protected class and that Ordinance 
21-06’s purpose was to stop the infringement on the unhoused 
population’s rights. She discussed dispersed encampments, 
amendments, and shelters.  
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Tina Honeycutt spoke in support of Ordinance 21-06 and the 
unhoused community. She supported housing first, the renting 
market, and urged council to support Ordinance 21-06 or to send it 
to committee for further discussion. 
 
Patrick Sailing said he was calling from a place where they had set 
up a computer to log into the meeting to make the meeting 
accessible. He said he was with the most vulnerable community 
members who were most impacted by the legislation. 
 
Doren Taft said that he had been in Bloomington for four months 
and saw that there were good services provided to the unhoused 
population, especially compared to other cities. He commented on 
the ways a community could focus on having the people 
experiencing homelessness be included in decision making. 
 
Trevor Richardson spoke about the urgent need regarding people 
experiencing homelessness. He commented on experts’ 
recommendations from the Center for Disease Control (CDC) of 
leaving encampments in place. He urged council to treat the urgent 
need as a human rights issue. 
 
Marshall Bailey encouraged council to vote in favor of Ordinance 21-
06 and discussed the failure of the administration and mayor to 
solve the problem ahead of the ordinance. He also commented on 
the eviction of encampments.  
 
Dave Warren mentioned that a police officer had said, during the 
City Citizens’ Academy, that the most important thing for a police 
officer was to protect constitutional rights. He said that protecting 
the civil rights of those with the least power was a function of 
government. He commented on non-essential things like golf course 
subsidies, Farmer’s Market, and said that civil rights should never 
be put to a cost-risk analysis. 
 
Martin Law spoke about the divisiveness within the community and 
said that Ordinance 21-06 was not divisive because it sought to 
remove the barrier of the criminalizing of sleeping outdoors. He also 
commented on the estimated costs presented by the administration 
and the costs already being incurred by not having something in 
place. He urged council to vote in favor of Ordinance 21-06 and not 
the discourse around the problem of the unhoused population. 
 
Jennifer Pearl commented on four primary concerns of the 
Bloomington Economic Development Corporation (BEDC) including 
employers who had experienced health safety and security issues 
around encampments, legal, financial, and administrative issues 
with Ordinance 21-06, clean and safe public spaces, and that the 
legislation did not solve housing insecurity. She supported a 
collaborative effort in solving the issues. 
 
Chris Branam said that it was disappointing to hear 
councilmembers feeling vilified in the meeting while there were 
unhoused individuals sleeping in parks. He spoke about unity, 
divisiveness, and common ground. He said this was an opportunity 
to demonstrate that one cared about those experiencing 
homelessness. 
 
Nathan Mutchler thanked the sponsors of Ordinance 21-06 and 
those who would vote in favor of it. He discussed the limits of the 
legislation, business owner concerns, and the difficulties of being 

Ordinance 21-06 (cont’d) 
 
Public comment: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

021



p. 18  Meeting Date: 03-03-21 
 
 
unhoused. He stated that if there was a space for the unhoused 
without fear of eviction by the police, then they would take care of 
it. 
 
Nathan Ryder commented that the crux of the issue was not 
Ordinance 21-06 but rather whether it was the city’s problem. He 
said that the split was on how to proceed and discussed the options. 
He said that it was cruel to raid the encampments late at night and 
commented that it was against the poor population.  
 
Rylee Foster said that she wanted Bloomington to be the best it 
could be, and that after the long meeting and its deliberations, it did 
not seem to her that council was achieving that. She fully supported 
Ordinance 21-06 even with its shortcomings as the first step in 
solving the complex, multifaceted issue. She reminded council that 
they had the power to make a difference and should listen to the 
public speakers.  
 
Sam Waterman spoke about issues concerning homelessness and 
the city’s actions and inactions in assisting the unhoused. She also 
discussed the disappointing action of the council in considering 
Ordinance 21-06 when Council President Sims was not available. 
She commented on the assistance councilmembers had received 
from IU students. 
 
Ronald Bear discussed the public speakers that had spoken in 
support of Ordinance 21-06 and the importance of passing it in 
terms of starting the right path towards solving homelessness. He 
spoke about the importance of sleeping and safety. 
 
Talisha Coppick appreciated the social services work that had been 
done in the community. She did not support Ordinance 21-06 
because of security issues, and health concerns. She stated there 
were still questions with Ordinance 21-06. 
 
[Unknown] said that the impacts of Seminary Square had not been 
discussed. He explained that the legislation in Indianapolis had been 
years of incredible difficulty. He spoke further on the amendments 
to the Indianapolis legislation and the costs associated with site 
management. 
 
Jana Arthur spoke from a shelter and about her experience with 
homelessness. She discussed her experience in working with case 
managers and other community members. She commented on 
frostbite and weather conditions that the people experiencing 
homelessness faced. 
 
Amanda Sheridan discussed her experience with temporary 
homelessness. She spoke about low-barrier shelters and against 
Ordinance 21-06 because outdoor encampments were dangerous, 
and some people should be in mental health centers, or in jail or 
rehab. She commented on the success and safety of local business in 
the neighborhoods.  
 
Lucas read a comment from Natalia Galvan in support of Ordinance 
21-06. She commented that it was disappointing that council was 
considering the legislation when Council President Sims could not 
attend. She urged council to be aware of who was represented at the 
table and who was not.  
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Zach Muller thanked everyone for staying in the meeting for the 
discussion. He acknowledged that most everyone did not want 
individuals to sleep outside. He commented on the risk of the city 
being sued, and in making encampments and homelessness a 
permanent situation. He trusted the administration to do the work 
to help solve the problems though realized that attempting to solve 
homelessness was not the purpose of Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Ben Ramsey had worked with councilmembers and walked around 
his house to witness complaints about living next to Crawford 
Apartments. He expressed disappointment for Piedmont-Smith and 
Flaherty in sponsoring the bill despite having heard from him and 
his neighbors about how the homeless were ruining Bloomington. 
He supported keeping people out of public areas. 
 
Mykyla [last name unknown] spoke in favor of Ordinance 21-06 and 
said that the council was not representative of the community. She 
commented that council was more concerned with making 
Bloomington pretty and not being called racist than the issue. She 
explained that council was being held accountable for their actions. 
She commented on the humanity of those experiencing 
homelessness and about diverting funds from the police. 
 
Basil Hentsmen thanked everyone for still attending the late 
meeting. She commented on resources like job assistance, etc., that 
were not always attainable for everyone. She explained that the 
bare minimum was to allow them to stay in place until a better 
solution was possible. 
 
Chris Johnston commented that he had been homeless at one point, 
in a rural setting, and had to kill his own food to live. He came to 
Bloomington and was given the opportunity to live in a house again. 
He was now a college student studying intelligence systems 
engineering. He commented on his friends who were experiencing 
homelessness. He reiterated that people needed to have a start and 
spoke about the importance of first steps like allowing people to 
sleep outside. 
 
 Zikra Fashir commented that the meeting was very disappointing 
and spoke about the privilege of those discussing the most 
vulnerable population. She also spoke about shelters, safety, and 
housing.  
 
Chase Hadley shared his experience about moving to Bloomington 
and his difficulty in finding housing. He said that people were going 
to sleep outside regardless of whether it was legal for them to set up 
tents in parks. He said that tents and heaters were the basic 
necessities to keep people alive. 
 
Maria Bashmakov spoke in support of Ordinance 21-06 and 
provided reasons for her support. She urged council to support the 
legislation. She commented on programs that existed in other cities 
with success and on how the community needed to come together to 
solve homelessness. 
 
Dan Combs thanked council for considering Ordinance 21-06 and 
for listening to public speakers. He supported Ordinance 21-06 and 
commented on failure and success. 
 
Flaherty moved to postpone Ordinance 21-06 to the Regular Session 
on April 7, 2021. He clarified that it would serve well to have all nine 

Ordinance 21-06 (cont’d) 
 
Public comment: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Motion to postpone Ordinance 21-
06  
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councilmembers, and that given the late hour, it would behoove 
council to continue deliberations at a later date. 
 
Volan stated that the meeting was going to be the longest meeting in 
the tenure of the councilmembers.  
 
Sandberg commented on the characterization of council 
deliberating without Council President Sims’s presence. She said it 
would not be helpful to wait a month to work on Ordinance 21-06.  
 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 4 (Volan, Rosenbarger, 
Flaherty, Piedmont-Smith), Nays: 4, Abstain: 0. FAILED. 
 
Flaherty moved and it was seconded to introduce Amendment 01 to 
Ordinance 21-06. Flaherty presented Amendment 01. 
 
Amendment 01 Synopsis: This amendment is sponsored by 
Councilmembers Flaherty, Piedmont-Smith, and Rosenbarger. It 
expands the types of housing and shelter that the city may offer to 
people experiencing homelessness prior to closing a camp. The 
amendment also defines “shelter space.” It clarifies that shelter 
space offered to persons experiencing homelessness must be 
available to those individuals. In other words, available shelter beds 
are not sufficient to satisfy the requirements of 2.87.030(b) and (d) 
if the shelter beds are not available to the specific individual(s) to be 
displaced. 
 
Guthrie stated that the administration did not support Amendment 
01 to Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Piedmont-Smith stated that Ordinance 21-06 allowed the city to 
designate a space for encampments, but did not require it to do so. 
     Guthrie responded that was correct, but that if a space was not 
designated, then encampments could be located anywhere. 
     Piedmont-Smith said that Amendment 01 made it more likely 
that people who were currently camping would be able to find a 
place to stay the night. 
     Guthrie said that it was unclear especially since there was much 
discussion about there not being enough space with current 
shelters. 
 
Piedmont-Smith asked if someone could go to the Human Rights 
Commission if they were experiencing discrimination at a shelter. 
     Guthrie confirmed that was correct. 
 
Alex Goodlad said that Amendment 01 was better to include if it 
meant that Ordinance 21-06 would pass. He commented further on 
city actions. 
 
Jada Bee commented on the long duration of the meeting and on the 
lack of a future plan by councilmembers in opposition to Ordinance 
21-06. She commented further on the racist implications of the 
meeting. 
 
Nicole Johnson spoke on the performative nature of the 
amendments, and commented on the legal aspects of Ordinance 21-
06 and whether it would set up individuals experiencing 
homelessness to be arrested if they did not go to a shelter. She also 
commented on the costs described by city staff. 
 

 
Ordinance 21-06  
 
Council discussion: (cont’d) 
 
Vote to postpone Ordinance 21-06 
[1:40am] 
 
 
Amendment 01 to Ordinance 21-
06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Council questions: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public comment: 
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Renee Miller stated that criminalizing sleeping was 
unconstitutional. She commented on council’s privilege of access to 
bathrooms and more, and on individuals experiencing homelessness 
lack of access to resources. 
 
Donyel Bird expressed her disappointment in council for refusing to 
allow further conversation on Ordinance 21-06. She stated that a 
seven-and-a-half hour meeting was not productive and that certain 
councilmembers simply wanted to kill the legislation. She said that 
Amendment 01 was not a compromise and was not ideal. 
 
Cathi Crabtree urged the city to change the park rule to allow 
individuals to sleep in city parks. She expressed immense 
disappointment in council for not continuing the discussion on the 
issue as well as for deliberating on Ordinance 21-06 while Council 
President Sims was not in attendance. 
 
Tina Honeycutt commented on the debate and duration of the 
meeting. She said that a different discussion could have occurred 
with Council President Sims in attendance. She also spoke to the 
clearing of encampments and shelters. 
 
Reverend Forrest Gilmore commented that Amendment 01 was not 
ideal but was worthwhile if it moved more councilmembers to pass 
Ordinance 21-06. He stated that he was worried about those who 
would be sleeping outside and urged council to not sweep the 
problem under the rug. 
 
Emily Pike said that Amendment 01 seemed to be a middle ground 
around community concerns regarding Ordinance 21-06. She 
commented that if it did not pass, it was necessary to put time and 
energy towards something that would help those sleeping outdoors. 
 
Kai Freeman spoke about partisanship and said that the issue was 
one of morality. He was not impressed with Amendment 01, but was 
very concerned about those facing homelessness. He commented on 
the constituents that had reached out to councilmembers. He hoped 
that council would take action that showed that they valued 
community members. 
 
Nico Rocha supported Amendment 01 if it helped pass Ordinance 
21-06. She said it seemed that certain councilmembers wanted to 
kill the legislation at any cost. She also said community members 
would not stop bringing the issue to council. 
 
Patrick Seyling referenced a meeting with Cm. Sgambelluri and 
spoke about his notes on that meeting. He mentioned individuals 
experiencing difficulties in finding housing resulting in 
homelessness. 
 
Jacob Schwartz commented on council’s deliberation of Ordinance 
21-06 without Council President Sims’ presence, and urged the four 
councilmembers who had voted against further discussion of it to 
resign from the city’s Common Council and the Democratic Party 
because they did not represent his and many others’ values. 
 
Martin Law encouraged council to pass Amendment 01 with the 
goal of passing Ordinance 21-06. He commented that the goal of 
Ordinance 21-06 was to make it legal for unhoused people to sleep. 
He echoed disappointment in council’s deliberation of the 
legislation with the absence of Council President Sims. 

Amendment 01 to Ordinance 21-
06 (cont’d) 
 
Public comment: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Council comment: 
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Volan stated that he was not supportive of Amendment 01 but 
would vote in favor of it in the hopes of passing Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Flaherty thanked the public speakers, and commented that many 
were not fully supportive of Amendment 01 because it undermined 
the dignity of those experiencing homelessness. There would still be 
many of the same problems, but Amendment 01 was a step forward 
towards procedural protections and property protections and 
explicit guidance and notice. He would support Amendment 01 if it 
would help Ordinance 21-06 to pass. He questioned what the next 
steps were with the business community, funding agencies, and 
providers, and if it was even possible to attain a viable solution. 
 
Rollo said that he agreed with Guthrie in that the fundamental flaw 
was the creation of encampments in city parks. He explained that 
was why he believed Ordinance 21-06 to be irredeemable. 
Amendment 01 did not address that concern. He thanked the 
sponsors for trying to compromise. He opposed Amendment 01 and 
Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Piedmont-Smith said that Ordinance 21-06 did not require the city 
to set aside locations for encampments but gave the option to do so 
and included all public properties. She said the legislation made it 
legal for individuals with no other place to go to sleep on public 
property and that camps were optional. She said more housing was 
needed and not more shelter beds and commented on some 
discrimination experienced at Wheeler Mission.  
 
Smith said he still opposed Amendment 01 and Ordinance 21-06 
because it was fundamentally flawed. He commented on the funds 
that would have to be allocated for encampments, which the city 
would be liable for, and that he was in favor of using those funds 
towards more shelters instead of allowing individuals to sleep in 
parks. He said that he would reach out to organizations to seek a 
path forward and would do more research. 
 
Sandberg commented that Amendment 01 did not cause her to 
support Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Rollo appreciated Piedmont-Smith’s comment and said that it 
showed a fundamental difference in viewpoints. He said that he 
could not ignore the city’s role with encampments in public parks. 
Ethically and practically the city had a responsibility for 
encampments. 
 
Piedmont-Smith said that individuals experiencing homelessness 
would continue to sleep in parks, but would be hidden and without 
access to social service agencies. She said people would be sleeping 
in public spaces regardless if the city officially took responsibility. 
She said that according to Rollo’s reasoning, the city was 
responsible even if Ordinance 21-06 did not pass. 
 
Sgambelluri stated that Amendment 01 did not change her thinking 
on Ordinance 21-06. She commented that many did not like 
Amendment 01 but understood its intent as a compromise. She 
further commented that it was not ideal that amending Ordinance 
21-06 be the only option. She did not support Amendment 01. 
 
Rosenbarger pointed out that those who supported Amendment 01, 
did so not because it was ideal, but in an effort to pass Ordinance 

Amendment 01 to Ordinance 21-
06 (cont’d) 
 
Council comment: 
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21-06. She said it was difficult to compromise with colleagues who 
were not willing to compromise. She reiterated that no matter what, 
people were sleeping outside. The legislation as a whole might allow 
for individuals to sleep outside for years because there was not 
enough housing. She commented that other cities had done things to 
create more housing like tiny villages. 
 
Flaherty read a comment by Vauhxx Booker who missed the 
comment period. Booker appreciated the time paid to Ordinance 21-
06 but urged tabling the legislation until Council President Sims was 
in attendance, as the only minority on council. 
 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 1 (Volan), Nays: 7, 
Abstain: 0. FAILED. 
 
Flaherty, Rosenbarger, and Piedmont-Smith opted to not make a 
motion to introduce Amendment 02 to Ordinance 21-06.  
 
Volan said that some of his colleagues appeared to be more 
concerned with tone than substance, and were listening to the 
loudest critics and not their colleagues who had done adequate 
research. He said that it was a political strategy to claim that 
Ordinance 21-06 was divisive. He was disappointed with Rollo’s 
cynicism by questioning Flaherty’s motives for bringing forward the 
legislation. He related it to ad hominem defense. He noted that some 
of his colleagues were quick to prioritize staff when they agreed 
with the proposed legislation, but not when they opposed 
legislation, like duplexes by-right. He said that they were quick to 
send legislation to Committee of the Whole, instead of standing 
committees, in order to hear from all nine councilmembers, but in 
this case were fine voting without Council President Sims. He 
commented on the duration of the meeting, inconsistencies on 
procedure and debate, and political choices. He pointed out that 
there was no agreed upon definition for the word “resident.” He 
commented that it was time to decide how to define it and used the 
United Stated Census Bureau. He further commented on residency, 
students, and those experiencing homelessness. He urged the 
opponents of Ordinance 21-06 to step up and come up with a 
solution. 
 
Rollo pointed out that Ordinance 21-06 was fast-tracked and that 
staff had not fully determined its entire effect before it was brought 
to council. He said that the outcome might not have been different 
had Council President Sims been in attendance, and that he had 
spoken to Sims about it several times. It seemed humane to allow 
the unhoused to sleep in public spaces until examining it further 
because it created de facto encampments in parks. McDevitt’s 
estimation of an encampment in Bryan Park could not be ignored. 
He said that an alternative to Ordinance 21-06 was evolving and 
that leniency was important for those experiencing homelessness. 
He discussed the impacts of inviting individuals to sleep in public 
spaces, and that residents in neighborhoods had not been consulted. 
He commented on those who had spoken in opposition to Ordinance 
21-06. He said low-barrier shelters were needed as well as support 
for service providers. He would be voting against Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Piedmont-Smith explained that human beings have a right to sleep 
and members of the community who had nowhere to go, needed to 
be able to sleep in public. Currently, they could be forced to leave by 
police, which was unjust. She looked forward to solutions by the 
four colleagues in opposition to Ordinance 21-06. She said there 

Amendment 01 to Ordinance 21-
06 (cont’d) 
 
Council comment: 
 
 
 
 
Vote to adopt Amendment 01 to 
Ordinance 21-06 [2:41am] 
 
Amendment 02 to Ordinance 21-
06 
 
Council comments:  
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were longer term solutions being identified by community 
organizations, but that there was an urgent need. She said that it 
was life or death situations and commented on the death of JT. She 
respected staff and recognized that it was hard work to clean up at 
Seminary Park. She also respected staff that was present in the 
meeting. Ordinance 21-06 did not set up encampments in parks, so 
therefore the sponsors did not consult with neighbors of public 
parks. She said that Rollo referenced the need for low-barrier 
shelters. She explained that more shelters were not the answer and 
that long term and permanent housing was the answer. She said 
that it was necessary to make it legal for people to lay their head. 
She commented on councilmembers’ privilege to be able to go to 
sleep after the meeting and said it was a human right. She also 
referenced Rollo’s comment that Ordinance 21-06 did not help 
those experiencing homelessness, but many public speakers had 
said that it would help. She said it was a moral imperative to 
support Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Flaherty thanked everyone for the continued attendance in the 
meeting. He said that the notion that Ordinance 21-06 was flawed or 
rushed through was contradicted by the unanimous support the all 
of the sheltering agencies and the members of the Continuum of 
Care Board. He explained their expertise and the sponsors’ work 
with those agencies in drafting the legislation. He explained the 
process in working with the administration and arriving at an 
impasse on the solution. He commented on the proposed 
amendments, and on the meeting with the neighborhood 
association in Elm Heights. He expressed disappointment in the 
duration of the meeting as well as the deliberation occurring 
without Council President Sims.  
 
Rosenbarger expressed disappointment about the unwillingness to 
engage in a discussion on the topic at hand. She clarified that it was 
incorrect to say that homelessness was criminalized because it was 
not legal to sleep outside. She commented on the collaborative 
approach to reaching a solution. She said there was no alternative 
solution and that compromise was difficult with those who were 
unwilling to engage. The sponsors were inclusive with community 
partners in drafting Ordinance 21-06. She had spent hundreds of 
hours on the legislation and commented on the vast community 
support for Ordinance 21-06. She did not think it was a good 
approach to have the councilmembers in opposition to Ordinance 
21-06 draft an alternative solution and provided reasons why. 
Ordinance 21-06 did not receive the due diligence it deserved. She 
commented on her reasons for running for city council including 
wanting to represent unrepresented populations and not just the 
status quo. 
 
Sgambelluri commented on different entities’ duties including the 
city, council, and more. She said that the city would need 
partnerships, and recognized the expertise that went beyond the 
city. She commented on the training of police and fire including CPR 
and basic trauma and compared that to the presentations made by 
the administration regarding Ordinance 21-06. She disagreed that 
voting no meant that council did not want to deal with the problem 
of homelessness. She understood that an overwhelming amount of 
public speakers that evening supported Ordinance 21-06 and 
commented on those who had emailed in opposition due to not 
wanting to speak publicly and be shouted down. She said she could 
not overcome the fiscal concerns involved in Ordinance 21-06 and 
provided reasons. Sgambelluri commented on the urgency of 

Ordinance 21-06 (cont’d) 
 
Council comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

028



 
Meeting Date: 03-03-21 p. 25 

 

 

homelessness and said that limiting the solution to amending 
Ordinance 21-06 was not ideal. 
 
The motion to adopt Ordinance 21-06 received a roll call vote of 
Ayes: 4 (Flaherty, Piedmont-Smith, Rosenbarger, Volan), Nays: 4, 
Abstain: 0. FAILED 

Vote to adopt Ordinance 21-06 
[3:21am] 

  
Chase Hadley said it was shameful that council did not listen to their 
constituents and provided reasons. 
 
Jacob Schwartz expressed disdain for those in opposition to 
Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Cathi Crabtree commented on councilmembers positions that 
evening including the absence of Council President Sims. She urged 
council to take the Black Lives Matter Btown training. 
 
Donyel Bird read a comment from a person experiencing 
homelessness who said that cops were just at his camp stating they 
had to move by 5:00pm the following day and clean up or would 
face charges. 

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT  

  
Lucas reviewed upcoming items and council schedule. 
 
Volan moved and it was seconded to cancel the Council Work 
Session on Friday, March 5, 2021 at 12:00pm. 
 
There was brief council discussion. 
 
The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 6, Nays: 2 (Flaherty, 
Sgambelluri), Abstain: 0.  

COUNCIL SCHEDULE [3:29am] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote to cancel Council Work 
Session [3:35am] 

  
Flaherty moved and it was seconded to adjourn. Sgambelluri 
adjourned the meeting. 

ADJOURNMENT [3:35am] 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

APPROVED by the Common Council of the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana upon this 
 _____ day of ____________________, 2022. 
  
APPROVE:                                                                                                     ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________________                                                        _______________________________________  
Susan Sandberg, PRESIDENT                                                      Nicole Bolden, CLERK             
Bloomington Common Council                                                      City of Bloomington    

029



Com m on  Council Meet ing  
P re se n t e d  b y J e ff J a c kso n , Tra n sp o rt a t io n  De m a n d  Ma n a g e r, ESD  - Au g u s t  17, 20 22
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Transport at ion  Dem and  Manag em en t  
 The Transportat ion  Dem and Managem ent  (TDM) Plan  w as prepared in  June 2019 – The TDM 

Mission  is reduce t he num ber of  sing le occupan t  veh icles (SOV) operat ing  w ith in  
Bloom ing ton .  

 Reducing  SOV’s w il l decrease carbon  em issions, relieve t raf f ic cong est ion , and  increase 
park ing  capacit y

 The Transportat ion  Dem and Manager w as h ired  on  Novem ber 1, 2021

 Jeff Jackson ’s background

 Three com pet it ive select ion  processes w ere com pleted  to h ire cont ractors to b rand the TDM 
program , develop  the w ebsite w ith  a softw are m atch ing  p lat form .

 Budget  funds w ere encum bered prior t o the end of t he 2021 calendar year

2031



Brand ing  – Q1

 The Affirm  Agency recom m ended several logo nam es, designs and  tag lines.

 Go Bloom ing t on  w as selected  as the new  TDM brand

 The selected  tag line is Mob ilit y  Op t ions for  a Bet t er Com m ut e

3032



W ebsit e Developm en t  – Q2

 The Affirm  Agency w as h ired  to design, develop , and  im p lem ent  the new  w ebsite

 GoBloom ing ton.org is  the  new domain  name

 Ride Am igos has local DNA and  w as h ired  to in teg rate their softw are m atch ing  

p rog ram  in to the w ebsite

4033

http://www.gobloomington.org/


Mark et ing  Plan  – Q3 & Q4  

 The Affirm  Agency designed , developed  and  is im p lem ent ing  the m arket ing  p lan

 The m arket ing  p lan includes the follow ing  com ponents; BT exterior bus ads, banners 

w ith in  the st reet  righ t -of-w ay, banners w ith in  the B-Line righ t -of-w ay, u t ilit y b ill leaflet , 

rack cards, posters, on line advert ising  includ ing  pay-per-clicks ads, and  social m ed ia

 Social m ed ia p lat form s to include Facebook, Instag ram  and  Linked In

 The launch  even t  is schedu led  for  Sep t em ber 6, 2022 at  2:00  p .m . in  f ron t  of  Cit y 

Hall
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Em p loyer, 

Business, and  

Com m un it y 

Part icipan t s
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Met r ics

 Reduce carbon em issions

 Increase parking  capacit y

 Decrease t raffic congest ion

 Increase w alking , b ik ing , bus t ransit  ridersh ip , m icro-m ob ilit y, carpooling , vanpooling  

and  telecom m ut ing

 Educate about  the negat ive im pacts of sing le occupant  veh icles (SOV)

7036



Goals - 2023

 Secure federal fund ing  w ith  no less than 50/50 federal t o local m atch by Q4

 Reg ister 2,500 part icipants in  Q2 and  a total 7,500 part icipants in  Q4

 Present  Go Bloom ing ton to at  least  one em ployer or g roup  per w eek from  Q1 thru  Q4

 Collaborate w ith  Parking  Services and  the Parking  Com m ission to review  parking  rates 

by the end  of Q2

 Im p lem ent  25 carpools and  5 vanpools by the end  of Q4
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Quest ions?
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Thank  you !
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City of Bloomington Indiana  
City Hall | 401 N. Morton St. | Post Office Box 100 | Bloomington, Indiana 47402  
Office of the Common Council | (812) 349-3409 | Fax: (812) 349-3570 | email: council@bloomington.in.gov 

 
 

MEMO FROM COUNCIL OFFICE ON: 
 

Ordinance 22-21 – To Amend Title 8 of the Bloomington Municipal Code, Entitled 
“Historic Preservation and Protection” To Establish a Historic District – Re: Bethel 

A.M.E. Church and Parsonage (BETHEL A.M.E., Owner and Petitioner) 
 
 

Synopsis 
This ordinance amends Chapter 8.20 of the Bloomington Municipal Code entitled “The List 
of Designated Historic Districts” in order to designate the Bethel A.M.E. Church and 
Parsonage as a historic district. The owner and petitioner, Bethel A.M.E., sought this action 
and the Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission, after a public hearing on July 14, 
2022, recommended that the structure be designated historic with a rating as 
“Outstanding.” This rating was based upon certain historic and architectural criteria set 
forth in BMC 8.08.101 (e) entitled “Historic District Criteria.” Local designation will provide 
the protection needed to ensure that this property is preserved. 
 
Relevant Materials 

 Ordinance 22-21 
 Map of proposed historic district 
 Staff Report from Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission 
 Staff presentation slides  

 
Summary 
Ordinance 22-21 would add the Bethel A.M.E Church and Parsonage as a historic district 
under Title 8 of the Bloomington Municipal Code (entitled “Historic Preservation and 
Protection”).  The provisions of Title 8 are enabled by state law under Indiana Code 36-7-
11 (and following provisions) and are intended to: 
 

 protect historic and architecturally-worthy properties that either impart a distinct 
aesthetic quality to the City or serve as visible reminders of our historic heritage; 

 ensure the harmonious and orderly growth and development of the City; 
 maintain established residential neighborhoods in danger of having their 

distinctiveness destroyed; 
 enhance property values and attract new residents; and 
 ensure the viability of the traditional downtown area and to enhance tourism. 

 
The Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”) is authorized to make recommendations to 
the Council regarding the establishment of historic districts either on its own accord or by 
petition of the property owner. In this case, the Bethel A.M.E Church petitioned for the local 
historic designation. The owner’s application materials submitted to the HPC can be found 
in the HPC’s July 14, 2022 meeting packet available here - 
https://bloomington.in.gov/onboard/meetingFiles/download?meetingFile_id=10554. 
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Under BMC 08.08.020, once an area is designated as a historic district, a certificate of 
appropriateness must be issued by the HPC prior to the issuance of a permit for, or prior to 
work beginning on, any of the following within all areas of the historic district: 

 The demolition of any building; 
 The moving of any building; 
 A conspicuous change in the exterior appearance of any historic building or any part 

of or appurtenance to such a building, including walls, fences, light fixtures, steps, 
paving, and signs by additions, reconstruction, alteration, or maintenance involving 
exterior color change if cited by individual ordinance, or  

 Any new construction of a principal building or accessory building or structure 
subject to view from a public way. 

 
The HPC promulgates rules and procedures for reviewing changes to properties within 
historic districts. Those reviews occur in the context of either granting or denying 
Certificates of Appropriateness for the proposed changes which, in some instances may be 
done by staff and other instances must be done by the Commission. Unless the property 
owner agrees to an extension, the action on the Certificate of Appropriateness must be 
taken within 30 days of submittal of the application. Persons who fail to comply with the 
Certificate of Appropriateness or other aspects of Title 8 are subject to fines and other 
actions set forth in BMC Chapter 8.16 (Administration and Enforcement). 
 
According the BMC, in order to recommend the creation of a historic designation, the HPC 
must hold a public hearing and submit a map and staff report to the Council. The map 
identifies the district and classifies properties, and the Report explains these actions in 
terms of the historic and architectural criteria set forth in the ordinance (see also BMC 
08.08.010(e)). These criteria provide the grounds for the designation.  In this case, the 
ordinance rates the property as “Outstanding”, which means that the property has 
sufficient historic or architectural significance that it is already listed, or is eligible for 
individual listing, in the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
In summary, Ordinance 22-21: 

 Approves the map and establishes the district, which provide the basis for the 
designation; 

 Attaches the map and the report to the ordinance and incorporates them by 
reference; 

 Describes the district and classifies the property; 
 Inserts the newly-established district into the List of Historic and Conservation 

Districts contained within BMC 8.20.  
 
Contact 
Gloria Colom-Braña, Historic Preservation Program Manager, (812) 349-3507 
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ORDINANCE 22-21 

 

TO AMEND TITLE 8 OF THE BLOOMINGTON MUNICIPAL CODE, ENTITLED 

“HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION” 

TO ESTABLISH A HISTORIC DISTRICT –  

Re:  BETHEL A.M.E. CHURCH AND PARSONAGE 

(BETHEL A.M.E., Owner and Petitioner) 

 

WHEREAS, the Common Council adopted Ordinance 95-20 which created a Historic 

Preservation Commission (“Commission”) and established procedures for 

designating historic districts in the City of Bloomington; and 

 

WHEREAS, on July 14, 2022, the Commission held a public hearing for the purpose of 

allowing discussion and public comment on the proposed historic designation of 

the Bethel A.M.E Church and Parsonage located at 302 and 308 N. Rogers Street; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, at the same hearing, the Commission found that the building has historic and 

architectural significance that merits the protection of the property as a historic 

district; and 

 

WHEREAS, at the same hearing, the Commission approved a map and written report which 

accompanies the map and validates the proposed district by addressing the criteria 

outlined in Bloomington Municipal Code 8.08.010; and 

 

WHEREAS, at the same hearing the Commission voted to submit the map and report which 

recommend local historic designation of said properties to the Common Council; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, the report considered by the Commission at this hearing notes that this property 

consists of two structures. The Bethel African Methodist Episcopal Church 

(A.M.E.) was built in 1922 as a permanent and dedicated home to the Bethel 

A.M.E. congregation. The architect John Nichols, known for designing many of 

Bloomington’s notable buildings, designed the church in the classical revival, 

Tudor style (SHAARD 2014). The parsonage consists of a bungalow style cottage 

and is dated to 1925. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, MONROE COUNTY, INDIANA, THAT: 

 

SECTION 1. The map setting forth the proposed historic district for the site is hereby approved 

by the Common Council, and said historic district is hereby established.  A copy of the map and  

report submitted by the Commission are attached to this ordinance and incorporated herein by 

reference and two copies of them are on file in the Office of the Clerk for public inspection. 

 

The legal description of this property is further described as: 

 

013-50530-00 ORIG PLATS 289 & 290 in the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, 

Indiana. 

 

SECTION 2.  The property at “302 and 308 N Rogers Street.” shall be classified as 

“Outstanding”. 

 

SECTION 3.  Chapter 8.20 of the Bloomington Municipal Code, entitled “List of Designated 

Historic and Conservation Districts,” is hereby amended to insert “The Bethel A.M.E. Church 

and Parsonage” and such entry shall read as follows: 

 

 The Bethel A.M.E. Church and Parsonage   302 and 308 N. Rogers Street 
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SECTION 4.  If any section, sentence, or provision of this ordinance, or the application thereof 

to any person or circumstances shall be declared invalid, such invalidity shall not affect any of 

the other sections, sentences, provisions, or applications of this ordinance which can be given 

effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this 

ordinance are declared to be severable. 

 

SECTION 5.  This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage by the 

Common Council of the City of Bloomington and approval of the Mayor. 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Bloomington, Monroe 

County, Indiana, upon this ______ day of ________________________________, 2022. 

 

 

       ____________________________________ 

       SUSAN SANDBERG, President 

       City of Bloomington 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

_____________________________ 

NICOLE BOLDEN, Clerk 

City of Bloomington 

 

 

 

PRESENTED by me to the Mayor of the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana, upon 

this ______ day of ____________________________________, 2022. 

 

 

_____________________________ 

NICOLE BOLDEN, Clerk 

City of Bloomington 

 

SIGNED and APPROVED by me upon this ______ day of ________________________, 2022. 

 

 

 

       ____________________________________ 

       JOHN HAMILTON, Mayor 

       City of Bloomington 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SYNOPSIS 

 

This ordinance amends Chapter 8.20 of the Bloomington Municipal Code entitled “The List of 

Designated Historic Districts” in order to designate the Bethel A.M.E. Church and Parsonage as 

a historic district. The owner and petitioner, Bethel A.M.E., sought this action and the 

Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission, after a public hearing on July 14, 2022, 

recommended that the structure be designated historic with a rating as “Outstanding.” This rating 

was based upon certain historic and architectural criteria set forth in BMC 8.08.101 (e) entitled 

“Historic District Criteria.” Local designation will provide the protection needed to ensure that 

this property is preserved. 
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401 N Morton Street City Hall Rental Inspections: (812) 349-3420 

Bloomington, IN 47404   Neighborhood Division: (812) 349-3421 

Fax: (812) 349-3582 www.bloomington.in.gov Housing Division: (812) 349-3401 

 

 

TO:  Common Council 
FROM: Gloria M. Colom Braña, Historic Preservation Program 

Manager 
RE: Historic District Nomination for the Bethel A.M.E. Church and 

Parsonage located at 302 and 308 N Rogers Street 
DATE: July 19, 2022 
 
 
At the July 14, 2022 meeting, the Historic Preservation Commission voted to 
recommend historic designation for the Bethel A.M.E. Church and Parsonage with a 
vote 8-0 based on the following criteria:  
  
(1) Historic: 

a) Has significant character, interest, or value as part of the development, heritage, 
or cultural characteristics of the city, state, or nation; or is associated with a 
person who played a significant role in local, state, or national history; or 

c) Exemplifies the cultural, political, economic, social, or historic heritage of the 
community. 

 
(2) Architectural: 

b) Is the work of a designer whose individual work has significantly influenced the 
development of the community; or 

g) Exemplifies the built environment in an era of history characterized by a 
distinctive architectural style  

 
Synopsis 
 

The Bethel African Methodist Episcopal Church (A.M.E.) was built in 1922 as a 
permanent and dedicated home to the Bethel A.M.E. congregation. The architect John 
Nichols, known for designing many of Bloomington’s notable buildings designed the 
church in the classical revival, Tudor style (SHAARD 2014). The parsonage consists of 
a bungalow style cottage and is dated to 1925.  
 
The Bethel African Methodist Episcopal church has existed in Bloomington since 
September 17, 1870 when it was organized by Reverend John. W. Malone and has 
served as one of the main religious institutions for Bloomington’s Black community since 
then. The church doubled as a social cultural unifier, providing a space for creativity, 
social cohesion, and a place where Indiana University’s Black students could find 
community as well. Bloomington’s Bethel A.M.E. 
 
The staff report, map, and presentation are included with this memorandum. 
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HD 22-03 
302 and 308 N Rogers Street (Bethel A.M.E. Church and Parsonage) 

Staff Report Bloomington Common Council

  
 

The property at 302 and 308 N Rogers Street qualifies for local designation under 
the following highlighted criteria found in Ordinance 95-20 of the Municipal Code 
(1) a, c // (2) b, g 

 
1) Historic: 

a) Has significant character, interest, or value as part of the development, 
heritage, or cultural characteristics of the city, state, or nation; or is 
associated with a person who played a significant role in local, state, or 
national history; or 

 b) Is the site of an historic event; or 
c) Exemplifies the cultural, political, economic, social, or historic heritage of 
the community. 

 
2) Architectural: 

a) Embodies distinguishing characteristics of an architectural or engineering type; 
or 
b) Is the work of a designer whose individual work has significantly 
influenced the development of the community; or 
c) Is the work of a designer of such prominence that such work gains its value from 
the designer's reputation; or 
d) Contains elements of design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship which represent 
a significant innovation; or 
e) Contains any architectural style, detail, or other element in danger of being lost; 
or 
f) Owing to its unique location or physical characteristics, represents an 
established and familiar visual feature of the city; or 
g) Exemplifies the built environment in an era of history characterized by a 
distinctive architectural style  

 

Case Background 

 
The proposed district consists of two buildings on the lot legally recorded as 013-50530-
00 ORIG PLATS 289 & 290. The area is zoned as Zoning MC-DC Mixed Use Downtown. 
The Bethel African Methodist Episcopal Church (A.M.E.) was built in 1922 as a 
permanent and dedicated home to the Bethel A.M.E. congregation. The architect John 
Nichols, known for designing many of Bloomington’s notable buildings designed the 
church in the classical revival, Tudor style (SHAARD 2014). The parsonage consists of a 
bungalow style cottage and is dated to 1925.  
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Historic surveys rating and designations: 

 
The two buildings are currently included in the Bloomington West Side Historic District in 
the National Register of Historic Places. This historic district features a combination of 
residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional buildings that were centered on the 
Showers Brothers furniture factory. Both the Bethel A.M.E. Church and the Second 
Baptist Church located across the street towards the north end of the block served and 
continue to serve Bloomington’s Black community, many who lived in the West Side 
neighborhood and worked at the Showers Brothers Factory, Johnson’s Creamery, Indiana 
University, and other industries. Although the Bethel A.M.E. Church is included in the 
West Side Historic District (at a federal level), it is not included in any of the local historic 
districts that currently surround it such as The Near West Side Conservation District, The 
Showers Brother Factory Historic District, or the Johnson’s Creamery Historic District, 
amongst others. 
 
The main church is listed in both the Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory and the 
Bloomington Historic Sites and Structures List as “Outstanding.” The parish house on the 
north of the property is listed as “Contributing”.  Neither of the two buildings within the 
property are located within a local historic or local conservation district under the 
jurisdiction of the Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission. 
 

Financial Impact Statement: 
 
There is no anticipated fiscal impact associated with this Ordinance. 
 
Historical Significance, 1 (a):  Has significant character, interest, or value as part of 
the development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of the city, state, or nation; or 
is associated with a person who played a significant role in local, state, or national 
history 
 
The Bethel African Methodist Episcopal church has existed in Bloomington since 
September 17, 1870 when it was organized by Reverend John. W. Malone and has 
served as one of the main religious institutions for Bloomington’s Black community since 
then. The church doubled as a social cultural unifier, providing a space for creativity, 
social cohesion, and a place where Indiana University’s Black students could find 
community as well. Bloomington’s Bethel A.M.E. The congregation was originally housed 
in a former Presbyterian church located on 6th Street just west of the city square (Halsell 
Gilliam 1985,30). When the congregation grew to about 64 members, they purchased the 
current lot on the north east corner of 7th and Rogers Street, and hired John L. Nichols, 
one of Bloomington’s early architects to design a new building. The congregation was 
seeking a new space as the old church suffered from “lack inside plumbing, central heat, 
and rowdiness in the neighborhood by derelicts (Henning Byfield).” The new building cost 
$35,000, measured 42 by 97 feet and was two stories high (Halsell Gilliam 1985,30).  
 
Mrs. Mattie Jacobs Fuller, an accomplished singer and organ player, as well as a 
founding member of the church, raised money to buy the lot by performing (Image 2). 
Mrs. Fuller’s incessant work and contribution to the community cannot be understated. 
Playing her portable organ, Mrs. Fuller raised more than $13,000 that went to the church 
(Herald Times 2006). Additional money was acquired from selling the old Presbyterian 
church to the Smallwood Brothers (World Telephone 1945, 1). Stone was donated from 
several of the local quarries. 
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The paying off of the mortgage was done through extensive community collaboration, 
including constant fundraisers through meals and community bonding events. When 
Reverend J. E. Reddick was appointed to Bethel A.M.E. Church at Bloomington in 1940, 
the church had a congregation of 102 people and the mortgage debt was $7,500. 
Through a consistent campaign, more than half of that money was paid off by 1945. On 
Sunday July 29, 1945 the congregation raised $3,515.81 which was enough to pay off the 
remaining $2,700 and have money left over to make additional repairs. Paying off the 
mortgage was a significant event and celebrated by burning the mortgage papers on 
August 26, 1945 (The World Telephone 1945). 
 
The parsonage located on 308 N Rogers Street, just north of the main church structure is 
made of wood and was originally built for a foreman who worked for Nurre Glass (Krause 
2014, D2). The bungalow is reminiscent in scale and massing to many of the working 
class homes built at that time in the Near West Side Neighborhood. A huge effort with the 
collaboration of multiple non-profit organizations and community members was done in 
2014 to restore and save the bungalow. 
 
Historical Significance, 1 (c): Exemplifies the cultural, political, economic, social, or 
historic heritage of the community 
 
The current Bethel AMC building represents the story of a community, where many 
members of Bloomington’s Black community met to fulfill spiritual needs, but also found 
community in other ways such as singing, cooking, eating, putting on plays, and hosting 
Indiana University’s small but growing Black student population. Many of the large and 
small events were recorded on the “Among the Colored People” news section within the 
Daily Telephone newspaper. Members of Bethel A.M.E. worked together with the other 
two major Black congregations from the Second Baptist Church and Taylor Chapel ME at 
different times. In 1912 the social announcement for Bethel was canceled when Mrs. 
William Montgomery, a prominent member of Second Baptist Church died unexpectedly 
(Daily Telephone 1912). This is just one instance out of a myriad of examples of the close 
knit community that worked together across denominations within Bloomington’s Black 
community. 
 

 

Architectural Significance, 2(b):  Is the work of a designer whose individual work 
has significantly influenced the development of the community 
 
John L. Nichols, the architect who designed Bethel A.M.E., was one of Bloomington’s 
earliest prolific trained architects. Nichols designed many of Indiana University's 
prominent buildings such as Wylie Hall and the observatory as well as over two hundred 
houses, and institutional buildings. Nichols experimented with the different architectural 
styles available at the time including neoclassical, Queen Anne, eclectic, and 
Romanesque amongst others. 
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Architectural Significance, 2(g): Exemplifies the built environment in an era of 
history characterized by a distinctive architectural style  
 
The main church “reflects the Arts and Crafts style and shows Moorish influence in its 
triangular arched stained glass windows on the second floor and bartered 
Walls (NRHP Nomination 1997, 14),” using locally sourced Indiana Limestone. With a 
clean and symmetrical design, the building features a large opening consisting of ten 
windows on the front elevation. The side elevations each have five bays with original 
wood windows. The windows conform to the land gradation. Storm windows were 
installed to protect the stained glass windows. 
 
“The side elevations are composed of five bays. Each of these bays have stained-glass 
windows placed in triplets with pentagonal windows above. Below, six-over-six wood sash 
windows vary in size responding to the grade of the land. The rear wing has eight-over-
eight wood sash windows on the upper floor and four-over-four wood sash windows on 
the lower, as well as a pair of replaced doors and a six-paned transom. The side 
elevations mirror each other, except for the presence of the doors only on the south 
elevation (SHAARD 2014).” 
 

Recommendation: Approval 
 
Staff recommends property parcel 53-05-32-413-099.000-005 (The Bethel A.M.E. Church 
and Parsonage) be designated as a local historic district. After careful consideration of the 
application and review of the Historic District Criteria as found in Ordinance 95-20 of the 
Municipal Code, staff finds that the property not only meets, but exceeds the minimum 
criteria listed in the code.  
 
The property meets Criteria 1(a) because the church provided a safe communal space 
for many members of Bloomington’s Black community in the early twentieth century. 
Prominent members such as Mrs. Mattie Jacobs Fuller raised a considerable amount of 
money to make sure that the congregation owned the land and the building. 
 
The property meets Criteria 1(c) because it has served as one of the main socio-cultural 
hubs for Bloomington’s Black community, as a social hub for congregants and Indiana 
University students alike. 
 
 
The property meets Criteria 2(b) because this is an exemplary example of John L. 
Nichols, perhaps Bloomington’s earliest architect of renown’s work. 
 
 
The property meets Criteria 2(g) because the building itself through its elegant design 
provides a solid example of the late Classical revival style. 
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Image 1: Sanborn Map 1833 Original Location of Bethel A.M.E. on 6th Street 

 
Image 2: The steeple of the original Bethel A.M.E. location is visible at the of the row of 
buildings on the north side of the Square in this undated photo (Courtesy of the Monroe 
County History Center) 
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Figure 3: Bethel A.M.E. with the congregation standing in front of the building, (1945?) 
(City of Bloomington) 
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Image 4: Mattie Jacobs Fuller, acclaimed singer and organ player and prominent member 
of the community helped raise money to buy the land where the current church is located 
with her musical performances, undated (Courtesy of the Monroe County History Center) 
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Image 5:   "Mortgage Burning for Bethel A.M.E., center left Rev & Mrs. Reddick, center 
right Rev & Mrs. Porter," Undated although most likely August 26, 1945 (Courtesy of the 
Monroe County History Center)  
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Image 6: Front of the church structure facing west, 2022 (photo by staff) 
 
 

 
Image 7: Southern facade, showcasing six rows of windows, 2022 (photo by staff) 
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Image 8: Front of the church structure facing west, stone lintel with the A.M.E. carved, 
2022 (photo by staff) 
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Image 9: Original windows facing southward, 2022 (photo by staff) 
 

 
Image 10: Back of the church facing eastward, 2022 (photo by staff) 
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Image 11: Northwest of the parsonage, bungalow, 2022 (photo by staff) 
 
 
 
 

 
Image 12: West facade with the front entrance of the parsonage, bungalow, 2022 (photo 
by staff) 

058



Historic District Nomination:
Bethel A.M.E. Church and Parsonage 
at 302 and 308 N Rogers Street
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● Address: 702 & 708 N Rogers St. (Bethel AME Church and 

Parsonage)

● Petitioner: Bethel AME

● Recommendation: Staff recommends property parcel 53-05-32-

413-099.000-005 (The Bethel AME Church and Parsonage) be 

designated as a local historic district. After careful consideration of 

the application and review of the Historic District Criteria as found 

in Ordinance 95-20 of the Municipal Code, staff finds that the 

property not only meets, but exceeds the minimum criteria listed in 

the code. 

HISTORIC DISTRICT NOMINATION: HD 22-03
STAFF RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY OUTSTANDING
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COMMENTS
● The property meets Criteria 1(a) because the church provided a safe communal space for 

many members of Bloomington’s Black community in the early twentieth century. Prominent 

members such as Mrs. Mattie Jacobs Fuller raised a considerable amount of money to 

make sure that the congregation owned the land and the building.

● The property meets Criteria 1(c) because it has served as one of the main socio-cultural 

hubs for Bloomington’s Black community, as a social hub for congregants and Indiana 

University students alike.

● The property meets Criteria 2(b) because this is an exemplary example of John L. Nichols, 

perhaps Bloomington’s earliest architect of renown’s work.

● The property meets Criteria 2(g) because the building itself through its elegant design 

provides a solid example of the late Classical revival style.
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SEVENTH 

SlXTH 

Image 1: Sanborn Map 1833 Onginal Location of Bethel AME on 6th Street Image 2: The steeple of the ongmal Bethel AME localton IS v1s1ble at the of the row of 
buildings on the north side of the Square rn th•s undated photo (Courtesy of the Monroe 
County History Center) 
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Figure 3: Bethel AME with congregation standing rn front of the building, (1945?) (City of 
Bloomington) 
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Image 4: Mattie Jacobs Fuller, acclaimed singer 

and organ player and prominent member of the 

community helped raise money to buy the land 

where the current church is located with her 

musical performances, undated (Courtesy of the 

Monroe County History Center)
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Image 5: "Mortgage Burning for Bethel 

AME, center left Rev & Mrs. Reddick, 

center right Rev & Mrs. Porter," Undated 

although most likely August 26, 1945 

(Courtesy of the Monroe County History 

Center)
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Image 6: Front of the church structure facing west, 2022 (photo by 

staff)

Image 7: Southern facade, showcasing six rows of windows, 2022 (photo by staff)
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Image 8: Front of the church structure facing 

west, stone lintel with the name carved, 2022 

(photo by staff) Image 10: Back of the church facing eastward, 2022 (photo by staff)

Image 9: Original windows facing southward, 2022 (photo by staff)
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Image 11: Northwest of the parsonage, 

bungalow, 2022 (photo by staff)

Image 12: West facade with the front entrance of the parsonage, 

bungalow, 2022 (photo by staff)

069



City of Bloomington Indiana  
City Hall | 401 N. Morton St. | Post Office Box 100 | Bloomington, Indiana 47402  
Office of the Common Council | (812) 349-3409 | Fax: (812) 349-3570 | email: council@bloomington.in.gov 
 

MEMO FROM COUNCIL OFFICE ON: 

  

Resolution 22-15 – Expressing Support for the Protection of Reproductive Rights 

 
 
Synopsis 
This resolution is sponsored by Councilmember Sandberg, Councilmember Sgambelluri, 
Councilmember Piedmont-Smith, Councilmember Smith, and Councilmember Volan. It 
expresses concern about the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s 
Health Organization, Indiana’s recent passage of Senate Bill 1, and the expected effects of 
these actions. It states that the legislative policy of the City of Bloomington will be to 
support efforts to protect reproductive rights. 
  

Relevant Materials
 Resolution 22-15 

 Local Public Officials’ Statement on the Reversal of Roe v. Wade (dated July 1, 2022) 

 

Summary  
On June 24, 2022, the U.S. Supreme Court issued its decision in Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s 
Health Organization, 597 U. S. ____ (2022), which overruled Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 
(1973), and Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pa. v. Casey, 505 U.S. 833 (1992) by 
holding that the constitution does not prohibit states from regulating or prohibiting 
abortion.  
 
In response to the Dobbs decision, 34 elected officials from Monroe County, including all 
city elected officials, signed on to a statement (included herein) that supported an 
individual’s right to bodily autonomy and reproductive choice. The statement, dated July 1, 
2022, objected to any state legislative action that would erode a person’s right to make 
their own healthcare decisions and to any state legislative action that would undermine the 
well-being of residents. 
 
On August 5, 2022, the Indiana General Assembly passed and Governor Holcomb signed 
Senate Bill 1 (SB 1), which imposes a near-total ban on abortions in Indiana. Under the new 
law, abortions are considered criminal acts except when performed: in cases of rape or 
incest during the first 10 weeks post-fertilization; to prevent serious health risks to the 
pregnant person or to save the pregnant person’s life; or in cases when the fetus has a 
lethal fetal anomaly. SB 1 provides that abortions may only be performed in hospitals or 
outpatient centers owned by hospitals, which means that abortion clinics would no longer 
be licensed to operate. Physicians who violate these restrictions would be subject to 
criminal penalties and would face revocation of their medical licenses.  
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Resolution 22-15 expresses the concern of the Bloomington Common Council over the 
Dobbs decision and SB 1 and recognizes that denying reproductive freedom and choice can 
negatively impact the education, career, health, and safety of all who may become pregnant. 
The resolution states that the legislative policy of the City of Bloomington will be to support 
legislative efforts to protect the reproductive rights of individuals. The resolution directs 
the City Clerk to send the resolution to certain elected state officials. 
 
Contact  
Councilmember Sandberg, sandbers@bloomington.in.gov, (812) 349-3409 
Councilmember Sgambelluri, sue.sgambelluri@bloomington.in.gov, (812) 349-3409 
Councilmember Piedmont-Smith, piedmoni@bloomington.in.gov, (812) 349-3409 
Councilmember Smith, ron.smith@bloomington.in.gov, (812) 349-3409 
Councilmember Volan, volans@bloomington.in.gov, (812) 349-3409 
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RESOLUTION 22-15 

 

 EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE PROTECTION OF REPRODUCTIVE RIGHTS 

 

 

WHEREAS,  the United States Supreme Court, on June 24, 2022, issued its decision in Dobbs 

v. Jackson Women’s Health Organization expressly overturning the Supreme 

Court’s 1973 Roe v. Wade decision, which determined the privacy rights 

guaranteed under the U.S. Constitution protect the right to terminate a pregnancy, 

with some limitation, and the Supreme Court’s 1992 Planned Parenthood of 

Southeastern Pa. v. Casey decision, which reaffirmed the central holding of Roe; 

and  

 

WHEREAS,  the Dobbs decision takes from millions of Americans a fundamental, protected 

right to make their own reproductive health decisions, including whether and 

when to carry a pregnancy to term, and accordingly the right to bodily integrity 

and self-determination; and  

 

WHEREAS,  the effects of Dobbs will be experienced disproportionately by people of color, 

economically disadvantaged people and all others who face discrimination in the 

health care system; and  

 

WHEREAS,  the Dobbs decision will enable states to force pregnant individuals, regardless of 

age, who are victims of rape or incest to carry those pregnancies to term, and to 

subject them to medical and other risks; and  

 

WHEREAS,  prior to the Dobbs decision, the Indiana General Assembly had already enacted 

some of the strictest abortion laws in the country; 

 

WHEREAS,  on August 5, 2022, the Indiana General Assembly passed and Governor Holcomb 

signed Senate Bill 1 (SB 1), which provides for a near-total ban on abortion in the 

Hoosier state; 

 

WHEREAS,  denying reproductive freedom can negatively impact the education, career, 

financial future, health, and safety of all who may become pregnant; and  

 

WHEREAS, in light of the foregoing, the City of Bloomington Common Council seeks to 

express its support for the protection of reproductive rights and concern about the 

Dobbs decision, Indiana’s recent passage of SB 1, and the expected negative 

impacts of these actions; and 

 

WHEREAS,  the Council further intends to take such steps as may be appropriate to protect and 

advance the rights of individuals in Indiana who can become pregnant and to 

uphold all persons’ rights to privacy, dignity and self-determination.  

 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

BLOOMINGTON, MONROE COUNTY, INDIANA, THAT: 

 

SECTION 1.  The City of Bloomington Common Council hereby adopts the determinations and 

findings contained in the recitals set forth above.  

 

SECTION 2.  The Council hereby establishes as the legislative policy of the City the support of 

legislative efforts consistent with the principles set forth above.  
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SECTION 3. The City Clerk shall send a copy of this resolution, duly adopted, to the following 

elected officials: 

 

 Eric Holcomb, Governor of Indiana,  

Mark Messmer, Senate Majority Leader, Indiana General Assembly 

Matthew Lehman, House Majority Leader, Indiana General Assembly 

Senator Shelli Yoder (IN District 40) 

Senator Eric Allan Koch (IN District 44) 

Representative Robert Heaton (IN District 46) 

Representative Peggy Mayfield (IN District 60) 

Representative Matt Pierce (IN District 61) 

Representative Jeff Ellington (IN District 62)  

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Bloomington, Monroe 

County, Indiana, upon this ______ day of _________________, 2022.  

 

 

 

______________________________  

SUSAN SANDBERG, President  

Bloomington Common Council 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

______________________________ 

NICOLE BOLDEN, Clerk 

City of Bloomington 

 

 

PRESENTED by me to the Mayor of the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, Indiana upon 

this _________ day of _____________________, 2022. 

 

 

______________________________ 

NICOLE BOLDEN, Clerk 

City of Bloomington 

 

 

SIGNED and APPROVED by me upon this _________ day of _____________________, 2022. 

 

 

 ______________________________ 

JOHN HAMILTON, Mayor 

      City of Bloomington 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SYNOPSIS 

 

This resolution is sponsored by Councilmember Sandberg, Councilmember Sgambelluri, 

Councilmember Piedmont-Smith, Councilmember Smith, and Councilmember Volan. It 

expresses concern about the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s 

Health Organization, Indiana’s recent passage of Senate Bill 1, and the expected effects of these 

actions. It states that the legislative policy of the City of Bloomington will be to support efforts 

to protect reproductive rights. 
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Bloomington - Monroe County, Indiana 

Local Public Officials’ Statement on the Reversal of Roe v. Wade 
July 1, 2022 

 
In response to the devastating and harmful decision by the US Supreme Court to overturn Roe v. Wade, the undersigned 
public officials in Bloomington, Monroe County, and Township government stand together in support of an individual’s 
right to bodily autonomy and reproductive choice.  Further, 
 

▪ As community leaders in Bloomington-Monroe County, we are proud to fund the healthcare, childcare, 
and birth control needs of low-income individuals and families through multiple local grant programs 
and through Township assistance.  We stand with Planned Parenthood and the All Options Pregnancy 
Center as they meet the reproductive healthcare needs of the most vulnerable in our community, and 

 

▪ We call upon State Legislators in Indiana to exercise reason and respect, and to protect individuals’ right 
to make their own healthcare decisions in consultation with their own healthcare providers.  We object 
to any legislative course of action that further erodes a person’s right to choose. 

 
Thoughtful compassion is the foundation of any just, equitable community.  As public officials, it is our responsibility to 
speak out when we see rights stripped away from our residents, and it is our obligation to oppose decisions that will 
cause unjust hardship and increase poverty for those we represent.    We object to any civil or human right being taken 
away by activists on the US Supreme Court and to any legislative action that undermines the well-being of our residents 
or the State of Indiana. 
 

Kim Alexander 
Bloomington Township Trustee 

 

Nicole Bolden 
Bloomington City Clerk 

 

Michelle Bright 
Benton Township Trustee 

 

Nicole Browne 
Monroe County Clerk 

 

Dan Combs 
Perry Township Trustee 

 

Jennifer Crossley 
Monroe County Council – District IV 

 

Trent Deckard 
Monroe County Council – At Large 

 

Lorraine Merriman Farrell 
Bloomington Township Board 

 

Matt Flaherty 
Bloomington Common Council – At Large 

 

Penny Githens 
Monroe County Commissioner 

 

John Hamilton 
Mayor – City of Bloomington 

 

Joe Husk 
Benton Township Board 

 

Peter Iversen 
Monroe County Council – District I 

 

Lee Jones 
Monroe County Commissioner 

 

Hans Kelson 
Benton Township Board 

 

Jessica McClellan 
Monroe County Treasurer 

 

Geoff McKim 
Monroe County Council – At Large 

 

Cheryl Munson 
Monroe County Council – At Large 

 

Isabel Piedmont-Smith 
Bloomington Common Council – District V 

 

Dave Rollo 
Bloomington Common Council – District IV 

 

Kate Rosenbarger 
Bloomington Common Council – District I 

 

Susan Sandberg 
Bloomington Common Council – At Large 

 

Eric Schmitz 
Monroe County Recorder 

 

 
Sue Sgambelluri 

Bloomington Common Council – District II 
 

Judy Sharp 
Monroe County Assessor 

 

Jim Sims 
Bloomington Common Council – At Large 

 

Catherine Smith 
Monroe County Auditor 

 

Ron Smith 
Bloomington Common Council – District III 

 

William E. Smith III 
Van Buren Township Board 

 

Vic Streiff 
Polk Township Board 

 

Barb Sturbaum 
Perry Township Board 

 

Julie Thomas 
Monroe County Commissioner 

 

Stephen Volan 
Bloomington Common Council – District VI 

 

Kate Wiltz 
Monroe County Council – District II
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