
Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission 

Showers City Hall 

McCloskey Room 

Thursday May 24, 2018 

5:00 P.M.  

Agenda 

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. May 10, 2018 Minutes

IV. CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS

Staff Review

A. COA 18-31

505 W. 4th Street: Greater Prospect Hill

Petitioner: Matt Murphy

Installation of new wall mounted signage on the North and East facades. Installation of

transom signage on the North façade.

B. COA 18-32

1008 S. Rogers Street: McDoel

Petitioner: Matt Eckstein

Installation of wall mounted signage for Hoosier Heights on the East face of the addition.

C. COA 18-33

1302 E. 2nd Street: Elm Heights

Petitioner: Alisan Donway

Repair and reconstruction of the limestone retaining wall on the corner of 2nd and

Patterson. Installation of drainage system under the wall with 2” drain pipes and backfill

of crushed stone. Resetting of the limestone steps next to the limestone retaining wall.

Reset and remortar limestone pavers leading up to the front steps. Reset and tuck-point

stone porch on the front of the house and replacement of existing concrete slab on top of

the porch with a new concrete slab. Minor tuck-pointing on the house.

Commission Review 

A. COA 18-27 (cont. from last meeting)

1204 E. Wylie Street: Elm Heights

Petitioner: Daniel Roussos, Walnut Builders, LLC

Retroactive approval for the replacement of metal roof with a shingle roof, removal of

aluminum siding and replacement with Allura fiber cement board siding, removal of

damaged wooden trim and replacement with cedar trim board, installation of vertical trim
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board in the gable and on the front façade, replacement of rear lumber deck with a new 

wooden deck, replacement of wooden railing with a steel railing, construction of an 

Indiana Limestone retaining wall at the front of the property, installation of limestone 

steps and porch.  

 

B. COA 18-30 

2301 N. Fritz Drive: Matlock Heights 

Petitioner: Genie Sullivan, represented by Rachel Ellenson 

Replacement of deteriorated limestone slab walkways with paver walkways. Installation 

of new walkway from the house to the garage with the same pavers. 

 

C. COA 18-34 

511 W. Dixie Street: McDoel 

Petitioner: Marsha Cummins 

Construction of a 7’x8’ porch on the main façade with wheelchair accessible ramp out to 

the sidewalk running parallel to W Dixie Street. The porch will sit 16” off the ground and 

the wheelchair ramp will be approximately 15’ long. The deck and the ramp will be 

constructed of composite material and a wooden railing will be installed around the 

perimeter of the deck.  

 

D. COA 18-35 

105 S. Rogers Street: Greater Prospect Hill 

Petitioner: Lotus Education & Arts Foundation 

Façade renovation including: new signage retaining red-paneled firehouse character, 

replace/update upper-floor windows for appearance and energy efficiency, new period-

appropriate glass lens for original lighting fixture above front door, small canopy over the 

front door, installation of a small exterior display case to the right of the front door, 

clean/restore flagpole, and power-wash limestone veneer. 

 

V. DEMOLITION DELAY 

 

Commission Review 

A. Demo Delay 18-09 (cont. from last meeting) – To be heard at the start of the meeting 

717 N. Maple Street 

Petitioner: Richard Wells 

Full demolition. 

 

B. Demo Delay 18-10 (cont. from last meeting) 

1209 W. 2nd Street 

Petitioner: Omega Properties 

Full demolition.  

 

C. Demo Delay 18-19 (cont. from last meeting) 

726 W. 6th Street 

Petitioner: James McBee, MBC Construction 

Partial demolition – replacement of non-original windows. 
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D. Demo Delay 18-16 
1206 S. Nancy Street 

Petitioner: Michaelangelo Sims Bruno 

Partial demolition – front window replacement and construction of an addition. 

 

E. Demo Delay 18-19 

1300 S. Washington Street 

Petitioner: Ernesto Castaneda 

Partial demolition – construction of a rear deck and new garage.  

 

VI. COURTESY REVIEW 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 

 

A. Maple Heights Conservation District Designation Application 

B. Scattered cemetery blanket designation – has this been proposed in the past? 

 

VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

 

A. Limestone sidewalk deterioration at Euclid and Howe 

 

IX. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

 

X. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

XI. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

XII. ADJOURNEMENT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Auxiliary aids for people with disabilities are available upon request with adequate notice. Please call 812-349-

3429 or e-mail, human.rights@bloomington.in.gov 

Next meeting date is Thursday May 24, 2018 at 5:00 p.m. in the McCloskey Room 

Posted: 5/17/2018 
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Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission 
Showers City Hall 
McCloskey Room 

Thursday May 10, 2018 
5:00 P.M. 
Minutes 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chairman Jeff Goldin called the meeting to order @ 5:00 pm. 
 

II. ROLL CALL 

Commissioners 

Jeff Goldin 
Lee Sandweiss 
Flavia Burrell 
John Saunders 
Doug Bruce 
Jeff Goldin 
Leslie Abshier 5:05 
 
Advisory 

Duncan Campbell 
Deb Hutton 5:05 
 
Staff 

Rachel Ellenson 
Eddie Wright 
Eric Sader 
Philippa Guthrie 
Jackie Scanlan 
 
Guests 

Peter Schroer 
Tom Doak 
Brian Chelius 
Daniel Roussos 
Karen Vanardale 
Brian O’Quinn 
James McBee 
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III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
April 26, 2018 
 
John Saunders made a motion to approve April 26, 2018 minutes. Flavia Burrell 
seconded. Motion carried 4/0/1 (Yes/No/Abstain). 

 
IV. CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS 
 

Staff Review 
 
A. COA 18-26 
1302 E. 2nd Street: Elm Heights  
Petitioner: Alison Donway  
Repainting house trim brown. Repainting non-original door sea foam green. Replacement 
of existing storm windows with Falcon metal blind stop windows in bronze.  
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 
 
Commission Review 

A. COA 18-25 (cont. from last meeting) 
1026 E. 1st Street: Elm Heights 
Petitioner: Reza Kaffash 
Replacement of existing front door with solid knotty alder, full glass door into the 
existing door frame. Installation of up to 2 roof mounted solar light tube into the living 
room. 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 
 
No questions or comments by Commissioners or public. 
 
John Saunders made a motion to approve, Doug Bruce seconded.  
Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 
B. COA 18-27 
1204 E. Wylie Street: Elm Heights 
Petitioner: Daniel Roussos, Walnut Buildings, LLC 
Retroactive approval: replacement of metal roof with shingle roof, removal of aluminum 
siding and replacement with Allura fiber cement board siding, removal of damaged 
wooden trim and replacement with cedar trim board, installation of vertical trim board in 
the gable and on the front façade, replacement of rear lumber deck with a new wooden 
deck, replacement of wooden railing with a steel railing, construction of a limestone 
retaining wall at the front of the property, installation of limestone steps and porch. 
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Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 
 
Daniel Roussos stated that they have tried to copy other similar houses in the 
neighborhood. Daniel shared with the commission photos of the look they are striving for 
with the house. All houses are within three to four blocks of the home. Daniel stated that 
they have kept the windows and they are having those repaired for reuse.  
 
Deb Hutton asked if changes to the house have stopped in mid work at this point. Daniel 
stated that this is how the house will look on the top. This is just the look for the front of 
the house. Deb asked if the horizontal boards on the front side are cement boards. Daniel 
stated there are cedar boards as trim backed by cement boards. Lee Sandweiss asked if 
the house previously had the vertical boards as ornamentation. Daniel stated that there 
was all aluminum siding that was damaged that had allowed water damage. Lee asked if 
there were shutters. Daniel stated there were plastic shutters. Lee summarized by stating 
the siding and shutters are gone and replaced with the cedar trim. Daniel stated that the 
picture in the presentation is a current photo of the home. He continued that they haven’t 
begun work on the windows as they are waiting until the foundation work is completed. 
The limestone wall was complete the day of the meeting. Leslie Abshier asked if they 
are replacing the windows. They are not. Leslie asked a procedural question; if the 
commission does not approve the vertical trim then would they have to take that down. 
Jeff Goldin stated that they would. Leslie then stated that she doesn’t know enough about 
this house to know if this is common so she would like to hear Duncan Campbell’s 
thoughts. Duncan Campbell asked if there is an original picture of the house, before the 
shutters and aluminum siding. Rachel stated that the picture on the SHAARD is the only 
one she could find. Daniel stated that the house had an addition at one point in time, they 
are just doing repairs at this time because the work was not done to code. Duncan stated 
that the tudor timber framing is farther apart with stucco paneling and this isn’t close to 
that style. Daniel stated that they tried to space them similar to the houses near Harmony 
school on Second Street but because the distance was so mall it looked so odd. It’s not 
like they just decided to place the panels so close. They tried different spacing and came 
up with what looked the best due to the front of the house being so small. They tried to 
overcome the house being so petite with the cedar paneling. They didn’t want the house 
to look boring with plain panels of fiber cement board. Rachel then stated that she could 
find no earlier photo of the home. Duncan stated that just driving around looking at 
houses nearby is not the same as restoring a house itself and the houses in this 
neighborhood are of many different styles, sizes and dimensions and timber framing 
would be appropriate for some of those but whether it’s appropriate for this home is up to 
the commission. Daniel stated that is was very hard for them because they had no 
original photos of the home and there is no house around like that home. Flavia Burrell 
asked if the cedar trim on the vertical boards is going to be emphasized or would they be 
the same color as the background boards or are they going to match the frame. Daniel 
stated they would be staining the boards with a stain that works well with cedar and then 
they would be paining the backing board. Flavia asked if the color of the backing board 
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would contrast the cedar trim. Daniel stated that it would be an olive color and not appear 
as the most current picture. Jeff Goldin asked why this is coming before the commission 
now after all of this work is done. Daniel stated that he did not know, he thought that if 
he went by the allowed material he did not have to appear before the Commission. Jeff 
asked if they did not require a permit. Daniel stated that they did obtain a permit. Jeff 
asked if the permit didn’t specify siding repairs. Daniel stated that repairs on existing 
siding are not required by the building department. Jeff stated that this is not existing, he 
is adding detail to the house which should require a permit. Daniel stated that immediate 
him repairs were required or they would have had to demo the whole house. Jeff 
reminded that they would have had to appear before the Commission had they demoed 
the entire house. Jackie Scanlan asked if they were replacing the deck. Because, if they 
are then that would require a building permit. Daniel stated that they are replacing the 
deck. Doug Bruce stated that roof shingles would not trigger a building permit. Jeff then 
asked whether the home owner or contractor knew that this was in a historic district. 
Daniel stated that he had called the planning department and told them that he was 
changing the siding and there was no discussion of applying for a permit. Jeff clarified 
that he was not asking about a building permit, he was asking if Daniel was aware that 
the home is located in a historic district. Daniel stated that he was aware that it is a 
historic district he voted for the designation and served two and a half years on the 
association. But when he made the call in March of 2017 to ask about the siding he was 
not told that he needed a permit. Jeff clarified that it was the county that he spoke with, 
but what Doug said was true, but if you know that you are in a historic district you would 
know that these changes are to be reviewed by the Commission. Daniel stated that he 
thought that he was looking at the materials being used. Jeff clarified that you can do like 
kind repairs, but this is not like kind repairs. Eric Sader asked how Rachel was notified 
of the changes to the home. She stated that she was notified by the neighborhood. Eric 
asked when she was notified. Rachel stated when she got the COA which was on April 
27th. Eric asked if she informed them they had to stop work at that point. She told them 
then that they would have to apply for the COA to do the work. Daniel said they stopped 
work on the home at that point except for the limestone wall, which was approved by the 
planning department who told him that it has nothing to do with the historic district. Jeff 
stated that is not true. Daniel continued that the wall was on the property line and 
therefore wouldn’t have to pull a permit. 
 
John Saunders stated that he doesn’t like all the batons going across. There’s too many 
of them and it’s taking away from the house. There needs to be less of those. He also 
asked what happened to the original front door. Daniel stated that is the same door that 
has been on the house since 1974. Doug Bruce stated that they have approved aluminum 
siding to be pulled off and replaced with cement board, he doesn’t have a problem with 
the lower portion. But he agrees with John on the dormer side to the right above the 
porch it just draws too much attention to it. Since they don’t have any photos and that 
makes it tough. But he would like to see at least half of the trim pieces removed. And he 
feels like the trim around the windows is a little heavy. Doug stated further that he 
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understands that Daniel is in a tough spot and he usually does his homework, but since he 
served on the Elm Heights committee then he should have known that review was 
required. Daniel asked what if they painted the section above the front porch the same 
color as the siding but the trim would remain vertical. Deb Hutton asked for 
clarification, so everything, the cedar and stucco would all be olive in color. Deb Hutton 
stated that the other houses in the neighborhood they have a stone lower part. With this 
house it looks less dense, or less heavy with horizontal siding. Deb asked if there are any 
other houses of like style in the neighborhood. Daniel stated there is not an identical 
house of a similar size or style in the neighborhood. Deb asked how hard it would be to 
turn the area above the porch into parallel cedar board then to the vertical pattern in the 
gable as a compromise. Daniel said he could do that. Lee Sandweiss stated that 
everything done has been an improvement except for the vertical trim. It’s ornamental 
and does not need to be there and its making the house look like something that it never 
was before. The stripes have a jail effect and adds nothing to the house. Leslie Abshire 
stated this is difficult because it’s retroactive and they have done a lot of work. Daniel 
stated that the work had to be done because there was so much damage to the house. 
Their intentions were good that they were trying to revive a house. Leslie stated that this 
would have been better had they come before the Commission before the work. She 
doesn’t think the vertical trim belongs on this house. You are trying to put something on 
the house that wasn’t supposed to be there and as a Historic Commission that’s their 
mandate to prevent that. Duncan Campbell agreed with Leslie and stated further that 
this house has been severely altered, the whole dormer is an addition. Also the roof and 
porch and been added, But if they would have come before the Commission beforehand 
they could have helped with the changes. But the tudor styling is all wrong for this house, 
and the trim is too wide. They are trying to change this house into something historically 
it’s never been. This is why the Commission is here and why the neighborhood formed a 
historic district and why they require coming forward before work starts. So the only one 
that can be penalized here is the Petitioner. Duncan is sympathetic to all the money 
spent and not done well, and he is not questioning skill. Duncan stated that they should 
remove all the false timbering on the front. He asked what was found when the siding 
was removed. Daniel stated there was rotted wood, sheeting vertical sheeting, and 
different materials. On the front there was plywood and rotted wood as water had leaked 
through the windows. Duncan stated there was likely clapboard on the house. Flavia 
Burrell commended him on his work. But the trim is very wide and he is creating new 
architecture that doesn’t fit with the house or the neighborhood. Daniel asked if he were 
to redo the front of the house with either thinner cedar strips or remove them altogether 
and replace them with cement fiber board would that be acceptable. While keeping the 
strips on the left side. Jeff Goldin stated they would consider that. Flavia stated that 
would mimic the front and she doesn’t have a problem with that. Daniel understands 
Doug’s earlier comments. Jeff commends them on the work done and supports 
everything except the vertical boards. Jackie Scanlan stated that the work described 
sounds like a building permit was required. Daniel stated that he made no structural 
changes to the house; he was just repairing water damages. Jackie reminded him that the 
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replacement of the deck requires a building permit. It looks like the deck is off and it 
looks like he doesn’t enough surface coverage to put it back on, so he needs to get in 
touch with County Building about a permit and then they could review that. Leslie 
Abshire asked how they should make a motion as there are several aspects to this home 
to approve or not. Doug Bruce commented that since there is no deck they will see this 
again once he has the building permit and they don’t have enough information. Daniel 
said they are replacing with the same size deck. Doug said that since they don’t know 
what was there prior they will need to see drawings as to what will be built. John 
Saunders asked if they could continue to give the Petitioner time to get their drawings 
and permits. Leslie asked if the continuance would cause a hardship. Daniel said they 
have to apply for a permit for the deck, so no, it would not cause a hardship.  
 
John Saunders made a motion to continue, Lee Sandweiss seconded.  
Motion carried 5/1/0. 
 

C. COA 18-28         
524 S. Jordan Avenue: Elm Heights 
Petitioner: Sara and Peter Schroer 
Repair/replacement of damaged siding on non-original addition, replacement door in 
addition, replace damaged windows and aluminum storm windows with infill 
wood/fiberglass windows that will fit existing frames. Grid pattern will be matched. 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 

Peter Schroer stated that there is rot around the windows and the cost to repair the 
windows is in excess of $800. Because of the trim they are using it would make it an 
invisible repair.  

John Saunders asked if the windows they are proposing to use are wood or other 
material. Peter stated that they are wood on the inside and fiberglass on the outside. John 
asked how many of the windows are deteriorated to the point they can’t be saved. John 
stated about half of the windows in the home. John asked the location of the majority of 
the damaged windows on the home. Peter stated on the southeast side of the house. 
Leslie Abshier asked if the neighborhood has weighed in on the window replacements. 
No, they have not. Leslie asked Rachel if replacement is consistent with the 
neighborhood guidelines. Rachel said they are not unless the current windows cannot be 
replaced but Rachel believes they can be repaired. Duncan Campbell asked about 
documentation as to the damage to the siding. Peter stated that the cedar siding was put 
in without flashing and there is water damage and the siding is too tight for caulking. 
Duncan asked for clarification on too tight to caulk. Peter stated that when you install 
cedar siding you have to leave a gap between the siding and trim boards for caulking and 
there is no gap for caulking. The wood is very tight and the nails have all popped out 
during expansion during the summer. They also didn’t do flashing around windows and 
doors so there is rot. Duncan inquired as to the percentage of siding to be replaced. Peter 
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replied about 30% total, all of the siding on the back and 1/3 of the siding on the side of 
the home and none on the front. Duncan asked about pictures of the damage to the 
windows. Peter said he did not bring any photos. Duncan reminded him that the 
Secretary of the Interior’s guideline for repair or replacement is at least 60% damage. 
Peter stated that repairing what is repairable and replacing the rest would result in an odd 
mismatched look to the house. Duncan stated that he understands what Peter is saying 
but there is no way to evaluate the damage to the windows because there is no 
documentation. Flavia Burrell asked if a contractor has been consulted concerning repair 
of the windows. Peter stated that he has spoken with four contractors, one concerning 
replacement and three for repair. It was not easy to find contractors willing to repair these 
windows. Flavia asked if this is a cost issue. Peter wants the windows repaired as a 
safety issue as his daughter will be living in the home. The previous owner didn’t open 
the windows as they are painted shut. All the cords are cut, there is rot in the sills and 
they all have to be glazed. The strings to the weights are not that expensive, it’s the 
glazing as there was a lot of phosphorous. 

John Saunders feels like the windows should be repaired as the windows are the 
defining factors to any historic home. If they were to meet the 60% then he would be 
more supportive of replacement. Doug Bruce agrees with John Saunders & Duncan 
Campbell concerning the windows. He is happy to see replacement of the siding with 
like/kind, but would need more information before making a decision concerning the 
windows. It’s very similar to the previous action before the Commission. Lee Sandweiss 
feels like they should follow the guidelines and get more information before making a 
decision. Leslie Abshire feels like they should vote to repair unless they can see that the 
windows are beyond the repair threshold. She also feels like if there are some original 
windows that can be repaired then they should be repaired even if this results in a 
mismatch of windows on the home. But maybe this would result in repair of all of the 
windows. She too would like to have more information concerning damage to the original 
windows. Duncan Campbell agrees with Leslie and he realizes that there are few 
contractors today that want to do repair work on old windows. This is a result of the 
replacement window sales phenomenon. It’s easily repaired and cheaper than 
replacement. If the damage is sealed shut then it’s not damage at all. Flavia Burrell 
asked who decides if a window is above the 60% guideline. Jeff Goldin stated that 
Rachel presents the data and the Commission decides. Duncan Campbell added that the 
whole window sill could be missing and the window still wouldn’t be beyond the 60% 
threshold. Flavia agrees with everyone’s comments on the addition and the replacement 
of the siding in kind. But she feels like she doesn’t have enough information to decide if 
the windows need replacement. Jeff Goldin is supportive of the siding repair but he feels 
like they should take action today and deny replacement of the windows. 

Leslie Abshier made a motion to approve repair/replacement of damaged siding on non-
original addition and replacement door, but deny replacement of damaged windows and 
aluminum storm windows with infill wood/fiberglass windows that will fit existing 
frames, Lee Sandweiss seconded.  
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Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 
D. COA 18-29 
325 S. Rogers Street: Prospect Hill 
Petitioner: Brian O’Quinn, on behalf of Lynn & Teri Yohn 
Replacement of 17 windows with custom designed Marvin Clad Ultimate Insert Double 
Hung wood and aluminum clad windows. 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 

Brian O’Quinn stated that the windows are much deteriorated and the glass is sitting on 
the floor. Some of the changes/alterations were not very kind to the home. 

John Saunders asked if the windows are past the 60% mark. Brian stated that some of 
the seventeen windows do need replaced but he hasn’t reviewed all of the windows. Deb 
Hutton stated that this is the third case where they need more information before making 
a decision. She asked Rachel if she has looked at the windows, and Rachel stated that 
she believes the windows can be repaired. Lee Sandweiss stated that based upon the 
information they have they cannot vote to replace those windows. Leslie Abshier asked 
if these are the original windows, Rachel said she believes they are. Duncan Campbell 
stated that these windows are being replaced because of convenience and that’s not what 
the Commission is for. He stated that people need to provide inside and outside 
photographs or notify the Commission and someone needs to go and review. Flavia 
Burrell stated that not enough information has been provided. Doug Bruce stated that if 
someone comes with windows they need to load up with data. In this case if it’s a non-
original window they need to have a drawing showing what is non original and what it 
will be replaced with. Windows is one of the biggest issues this the Commission fights. 
Efficiency and going green is the big thing right now, and when the wind blows on a 
single pane window it gets cold. Duncan stated that a single pane window with a good 
storm window is as good as the triple pane windows of today. Many carpenters wouldn’t 
know how to repair a window but to repair a window takes about three hours. Jeff 
Goldin stated this is one of the most important historic districts in the city and he urges 
denying this request.  

John Saunders made a motion to deny, Leslie Abshier seconded.  
Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 
Leslie Abshier asked if they could return later showing damage to the windows. Jeff 
Goldin stated they can return with more data at a later date. 
 

V. DEMOLITION DELAY 
 
Staff Review 

A. Demo Delay 18-17 
720 W. 7th Street 
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Petitioner: Chris Sturbaum 
Partial demolition – removal of existing door on addition, replacement in-kind aluminum 
siding on addition, removal of fixed sash window in gable addition. 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 

B. Demo Delay 18-18 
814 W. 7th Street 
Petitioner: Lisa Comforty 
Partial demolition – creating a screen porch on the existing front porch. 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 

 
Commission Review 

A. Demo Delay 18-09 (cont. from last meeting) 
717 N. Maple Street 
Petitioner: Michael Kee, on behalf of Richard Wells 
Full demolition. 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 

Tom Doak, a member of the Maple Heights neighborhood stated that he lives three door 
away from this house. He feels like the neighborhood association wants to preserve this 
dwelling. It reflects several dwellings in the neighborhood and he feels like it is in 
keeping with the neighborhood personality.  

Lee Sandweiss asked if they have until June 10th for the neighborhood association to 
apply for designation. Rachel stated that they would not have to release on that date they 
could get another 30 days but per Title 8, but Doris Sims would have to be the one to 
extend the deadline. The only way the neighborhood association would get interim 
protection is if the commission would vote to send to council. Tom Doak asked about the 
process, is it required for the neighborhood association to get historic designation to stop 
demolition of the home. Jeff Goldin explained that two things can happen, they can grant 
the request to demolish or they can recommend to the City Council to designate this 
property as a historic property. Designation likely wouldn’t happen, based upon the 
condition of the building. The Commission is waiting on deciding about the demo delay 
because the neighborhood association had informed them they want to petition to create a 
historic district in their area, which would include the house. The neighborhood has to do 
this within two weeks. Jeff asked the status, Rachel said they are working on this and she 
is to meet with the neighborhood association the next day. Leslie asked if they continue 
the demo delay then will they have to nominate the next meeting. Jeff Goldin read a 
letter from the Petitioner. See packet for details. Doug Bruce asked about doing a site 
visit. Duncan Campbell said that BRI made an offer but the Petitioner would not sell.  

Leslie Abshier made a motion to continue, Doug Bruce seconded.  
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Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 
B. Demo Delay 18-10 (cont. from last meeting) 
1209 W. 2nd Street 
Petitioner: Barre Klapper 
Full demolition. 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 

Doug Bruce made a motion to continue, John Saunders seconded.  
Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 
C. Demo Delay 18-19 
726 W. 6th Street 
Petitioner: James McBee 
Partial demolition – replacement of non-original windows with replacements to match 
original window openings.  
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 

John Saunders is ok with replacement of the windows that were altered due to previous 
renovations. He asked what kind of windows they are planning to replace with. Brian 
Chelius stated that due to budget constraints they are planning to replace with vinyl. Deb 
Hutton asked if they are retaining the dimension of the windows. Brian stated the home 
owner is planning on remaining with the dimensions where he can. Duncan Campbell 
would like to get to the question of local designation, he feels like this property would be 
perfect for local designation. If it is good for designation then do that first before 
changing things piecemeal then designation. Rachel stated that the home is likely going 
to part of a greater Near West Side designation. Jeff asked about status of this 
designation. Rachel stated the neighborhood was within a few meetings of submitting. 
Flavia Burrell asked about approving the project but with wooden windows so the 
project can continue. Duncan stated that they have to be clear on the replacement of 
windows and they have to provide an example. If they can’t decide then provide three 
examples for the Commission. Brian stated that he understands that the Commission is 
trying to do its job but he is just doing his job. The problem is that he has a deadline and 
would be putting $900 windows in when the foundation was falling out from under the 
structure. Jeff Goldin stated that cost is not within their purview, they are trying to the 
right thing with the building. Doug Bruce asked about a handout to explain what the 
commission needs in reference to windows. Brian is just trying to follow the rules but 
keep the project moving forward. Doug Bruce recommended continuing so Brian can 
bring something to the commission showing what they are planning. Leslie Abshier 
stated that if he comes back with something the Commission doesn’t like then they could 
locally designate.  

John Saunders made a motion to continue, Doug Bruce seconded.  
Motion carried 6/0/0. 
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Jeff Goldin explained what the commission just did and that it would come up again at 
the next meeting. Duncan Campbell stated they are trying to protect the historic 
structure. 
 

VI. COURTESY REVIEW 
 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 

 
A. Local Historic Designation – 506 S. High Street 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 

Leslie Abshier made a motion for local designation, Lee Sandweiss seconded.  
Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 
Leslie Abshier made a motion for interim protection, but petitioner can continue work on 
the previously approved addition, John Saunders seconded.  
Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 
 
B. Local Historic Designation – 605 S. Fess Street 
 
Rachel Ellenson gave her presentation. See packet for details. 
 
Leslie Abshier made a motion for local designation, Doug Bruce seconded.  
Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 
John Saunders made a motion for interim protection, Doug Bruce seconded.  
Motion carried 6/0/0. 
 

 
VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

 
A. Sidewalk deterioration at Euclid and Howe  
 
No new updates. 
 

IX. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
Leslie Abshier asked about a list of contractors that do window repairs. Jeff Goldin 
recommended they ask Chris Sturbaum. 
 
Duncan Campbell stated that when someone wants to replace their windows they need 
to be told that replacement is very unlikely. Rachel stated that she tells them this but they 
still want to meet with the Commission. Duncan stated they want to 100% 
documentation as to the complaint. Deb Hutton stated they need to see proof of the 
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complaint and what they are going to do. Rachel stated that she is happy to follow up 
with the home owner but she would like someone to go with her to verify the 60% 
criteria. Duncan stated a handout would be very helpful. Lee Sandweiss stated that 
having to explain everything in a meeting adds to the length of the Commission 
meetings. If the petitioner had a check list then they could supply the required 
documentation and if they do so then a Commissioner might go with Rachel to review 
the planned changes to the windows. Duncan stated that a few pages of a handout is a 
good thing when they are planning changes to windows.  
 
Deb Hutton spoke in reference to Restaurant Row at 406 E 4th St. where the 
Commission approved the front then the contractor added a different front to the 
building. It was midday and you could hear the pounding similar to Kilroy’s. The balcony 
was packed with kids and there was a girl on the slanted roof hanging in on the banister 
as opposed to hanging out.  Not that the Commission has any purview over use, but had 
she slipped she would have gone straight down. Jeff Goldin added that had the 
Commission known what that roof would look like, there would have been no way.   
 
Rachel mentioned to the Commissioners that Doris Sims asked about doing a 
Commissioners retreat this year. They are to email Rachel with dates of availability then 
she will work on scheduling a venue.   
 
Rachel stated that they need to discuss forming an ad-hoc committee for the possible 
Maple Heights neighborhood designation. This would consist of one Commissioner, one 
City Council Member, and one member of the neighborhood association. This might 
need to be done to get these designations done. They need to review the process for the 
future after the current designations are completed. This is just on line but not included in 
Title eight. Jeff Golden stated that they will make discussion of this part of the 
Commission retreat.  
 

X. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

None 
 

XI. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

XII. ADJOURNMENT 

Meeting adjourned @ 7:03 pm 
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SUMMARY 
 

COA 18-31 (Staff review) 
 

505 W. 4th Street: Greater Prospect Hill (Bloomington City Garage) 
Petitioner: Matt Murphy 

 
Contributing           IHSSI #: 105-055-26443     c. 1920 
 

 
 
Background: The building located at 505 W. 4th Street is a slightly altered commercial building 
in good condition that was constructed c. 1920. The property is located with the Greater Prospect 
Hill Local Historic District and is zoned CD-Commercial Downtown. 
 
Request: Installation of new wall mounted signage on the North and East facades. Installation of 
transom signage on the North façade.  
 
Guidelines:  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: 
Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
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Greater Prospect Hill Local Historic District Design Guidelines 
VI. Guidelines for Existing Structures 
B. Changes to the Public Way Façade 

• Existing architectural details (specifically original historic elements) for windows, 
porches, doors, and eaves on the public way façade shall be retained or replaced in the 
same style or in a design appropriate to the character of the house or streetscape.  

• Retain historical character-defining architectural features and detailing, and retain 
detailing on the public way façade such as brackets, cornices, dormer windows, and gable 
end shingles.  

C. Removal of Original Materials 
• Avoid removing or altering historic material or distinctive architectural features, like 

those listed. If materials are original and in good shape, means with which to keep them 
intact should be explored. If the existing material cannot be retained because of its 
condition, renovate to a certain design or style, provide a replacement plan and apply for 
a COA.  

 
Recommendations: Staff approved COA 18-31 on May 15, 2018. Staff feels that the installation 
of the wall mounted signage will not detract from the overall historic integrity of the structure 
and the petitioner has been advised that brackets should be mounted in the mortar joints of the 
wall instead of the historic brick whenever possible.  
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SUMMARY 
 

COA 18-32 (Staff review) 
 

1008 S. Rogers Street: McDoel (McDoel Baptist Chruch) 
Petitioner: Matt Eckstein 

 
Contributing          IHSSI #: 105-055-53004       c. 1925/1953 
 
 

 
 

Background: The building located at 1008 S. Roger Street is a slightly altered church in good 
condition that was constructed c. 1925/1953. It is located within the McDoel Local Historic 
District and is zoned RC-Residential Core. 
 
Request: Installation of wall mounted signage for Hoosier Heights on the East face of the 
addition. 
 
Guidelines: 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: 
Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
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McDoel Local Historic District Design Guidelines 
II. Guidelines for Existing Buildings – This section is reviewed by staff 
Materials 

• Preferred: If underlying original materials are in good condition, match with the same 
materials.  

• Acceptable: Use materials that will provide a similar look. This may include vinyl or 
aluminum or cement-board siding of comparable dimension. 

 
Recommendations: Staff approved COA 18-32 on May 11, 2018. Staff does not feel the sign 
design or placement on the new addition to the building detracts from the overall historic 
integrity of the original building. No historic materials will be altered.  
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SUMMARY 
 

COA 18-33 (Staff review) 
 

1302 E. 2nd Street: Elm Heights  
Petitioner: Alisan Donway 

 
Contributing             IHSSI #: 105-055-51055    c. 1940 
 

 
 
Background: The house located at 1302 E. 2nd Street is a contributing slightly altered Tudor 
Revival structure in good condition that was constructed c. 1940. The property is located with 
the Elm Heights Local Historic District and is zoned RC-Residential Core. 
 
Request: Repair and reconstruction of the limestone retaining wall on the corner of 2nd and 
Patterson. Installation of drainage system under the wall with 2” drain pipes and backfill of 
crushed stone. Resetting of the limestone steps next to the limestone retaining wall. Reset and 
remortar limestone pavers leading up to the front steps. Resent and tuck-point stone porch on the 
front of the house and replacement of existing concrete slab on top of the porch with new 
concrete slab. Minor tuck-pointing on the house.  
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Guidelines:  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: 
Standard 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
 
Elm Heights Local Historic District Design Guidelines 
1.7 Certificates of Appropriateness 

• Things That Do Not Require a COA 
o Routine maintenance, for example, the re-glazing of a broken window pane or 

minor repairs done inkind (of the same or similar materials). 
3.3 Walls and Fences 

• Reconstruction or repair of historic walls and fences.  
o Consult with staff for proper materials and methods.  

4.2 Masonry 
• Retain masonry features and statuary that contribute to the historic character of a site. 

These include but are not restricted to structures, foundations, columns, arches, porches, 
decorative panels, patios, fenestration, balustrades, lintels, sills, key stones, spouts, 
brackets, flower boxes, steps, railings, copings, walks, walls, retaining walls, birdbaths, 
benches, urns, pots, sculptures, fountains, ponds, landscape edging, and barbeque grills. 

• Match mortar composition to historic construction and materials to prevent future 
damage to masonry or stone during the reconstruction of, or change to, a historic masonry 
or stone feature, structure, or surface.  

• Retain and duplicate distinctive construction features and finish including bond and 
mortar patterns, width, profile, texture, and color.  

• Provide adequate drainage to prevent water from collecting around, behind, or under 
structures or features.  

• It is not appropriate to apply a waterproof coating to, or to paint, exposed masonry or 
stone.  

 
Recommendations: Staff approved COA 18-33 on May 16, 2018. The repair and reconstruction 
of the limestone retaining wall on the corner of the property will be done in a manner that does 
not further deteriorate the stones and the replacement of deteriorated limestone slabs will be done 
in kind. The installation of the 2” drain pipes under the wall will insure that the wall does not 
deteriorate in the future from water damage, which has caused the current problem. All of the 
other requests under COA 18-33 are considered maintenance, as long as no new materials or 
elements are added to the existing features. The petitioner has been advised that the new mortar 
in the wall should match the original mortar as closely as possible.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

30



  

31



  

32



  

33



 

34



 
 

 
 
 

35



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

36



SUMMARY 
 

COA 18-27 (cont. from last meeting) 
 

1204 E. Wylie Street: Elm Heights 
Petitioner: Daniel Roussos, Walnut Builders, LLC 

 
Contributing           IHSSI #: 105-055-51305     c. 1940 
 

 
 
Background: The house located at 1204 E. Wylie Street is a contributing slightly altered Tudor 
Revival House that was constructed c. 1940. It is located within the Elm Heights Local Historic 
District and is zoned RC-Residential Core. 
 
Request: Retroactive approval for the replacement of the metal roof with a shingle roof, removal 
of aluminum siding and replacement with Allura fiber cement board siding, removal of damaged 
wooden trim and replacement with cedar trim board, installation of vertical trim board in the 
gable and on the front façade, replacement of rear lumber deck with a new wood deck, 
replacement of wooden railing with a steel railing, construction of a limestone retaining wall at 
the front of the property, installation of limestone steps and porch. 
 

37



Guidelines: 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: Standard 2: The historic character of a 
property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of 
features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
 
Elm Heights Local Historic District Design Guidelines 
Projects That Do Not Require a COA 

• Routine maintenance, for example, the re-glazing of a broken window pane or minor 
repairs done inkind (of the same or similar materials). 

3.3 Walls and Fences 
• New retaining walls should be appropriate in height to the grade of the yard. Rear yard 

concrete block retaining walls may be considered depending on position, visibility, and 
design.  

• Install new walls or fences so the total height does not obscure the primary façade of the 
building.  

4.0 Existing Buildings and Materials 
• Reconstruction of missing or installation of new functional or decorative wooden 

elements visible from the public right-of-way, such as doors, windows, siding, shingles, 
cornices, architraves, brackets, pediments, columns, balustrades, shutters, decorative 
panels, pergolas, trellises, fences, gates, and architectural trim.  

o Replace missing elements based on accurate documentation of the original or use 
a compatible new design.  

o Consider substitute materials only if using the original material is inadvisable or 
unfeasible.  

• Historic wood siding, trim, or window sashes should not be replaced or covered with 
contemporary substitute material.  

4.3 Architectural Metals 
• Replace missing elements based on accurate documentation of the original or use a 

compatible new design. Consider compatible substitute materials only if using the 
original materials is not historically feasible.  

• Addition of permanent metal features including but not limited to: buildings, roofs, doors, 
windows, trim, fencing, and other architectural elements requires a COA. 

4.4 Roofs 
• Replace only the deteriorated portion of a historic roof and use substitute materials only if 

using the original material is not technically feasible. If full replacement is necessary 
replace it “in king,” matching the original in materials, scale, detail, pattern, and design.  

• If new gutters and downspouts are needed, install them so that no architectural features 
are lost or damaged. For modest postwar roofs, galvanized metal may be an appropriate 
choice. Retain the shape of traditional half-round gutters and down spouts. Historically, 
copper guttering is not painted.  

5.2 Patios, Terraces, and Decks 
• New patios or terraces should avoid disturbance of a property’s character-defining 

features and be subordinate to the scale and mass of the home.  
• Employ materials appropriate to the neighborhood, such as stone, brick, or materials 

suggested by the style of the house, when constructing any additions.  
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• Decks should be constructed well behind the primary façade. Although wood is the 
preferred building material, some composite decking materials may be considered.  

• All new construction should be self-supporting, not anchored into masonry foundations, 
and be removable without destroying historic materials.  

5.4 Porches and Patios 
• The retention of all architectural metal elements is encouraged. If replacement is 

necessary, consider in kind replacement over substitute materials if feasible.  
• The enclosure of historically open front porches and porticos is discouraged. Increased 

flexibility is given for porch and portico enclosures along secondary facades. However, 
all proposals for enclosure require a COA. 

• Replace missing elements based on accurate documentation of the original or use a 
compatible new design.  

• Consider compatible new materials only if using original materials is inadvisable or 
unfeasible.  

• Porches or porticos that are not original but have gained historic or architectural 
significance in their own right should be retained. However, new porch or portico 
elements should not be introduced that create a false historical appearance. 

 
Recommendations: Staff recommends approving retroactive COA 18-27. The work that has 
already been completed is compatible in design and material usage with the requirements of the 
historic district. The replacement of the metal roof with a shingle roof and the replacement of the 
metal siding with cement board siding are acceptable actions in the district. The installation of a 
new wood deck on the rear of the house will not be visible from a primary public right-of-way 
and will only be minimally visible from an adjacent alley. Staff is supportive of the installation 
of a metal banister and the construction of a limestone retaining wall at the front of the property. 
The wall will not detract from the historic integrity of the house and is an appropriate heights so 
it will not obscure the main façade. Staff is supportive of the installation of new limestone steps 
because limestone is a compatible material in the district. Staff does not support the installation 
of new vertical trim boards under the gable and on the main façade of the house because it 
creates a non-historic visual element on the house. 
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SUMMARY 
 

COA 18-30 
 

2301 N. Fritz Drive: Matlock Heights (Old Matlock Farmhouse) 
Petitioner: Genie Sullivan, represented by Rachel Ellenson 

 
Notable            IHSSI #: 105-055-34458    c. 1850 
 

 
 
Background: The house located at 2301 N. Fritz Drive is a notable slightly altered Greek Revival 
Double Pile farmhouse in good condition that was constructed c. 1850. The property is located 
within the Matlock Heights Local Historic District and is zoned RS-Residential Single Family. 
 
Request: Replacement of deteriorated limestone slab walkways with paver walkways. 
Installation of new walkway from the house to the garage with the same pavers. 
 
Guidelines: 
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Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: Standard 2: The historic character of a 
property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of 
features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
Matlock Heights Local Historic District Design Guidelines 
Primary Structures 

• Materials 
o Recommended: Building materials, whether natural or man-made, should be 

visually compatible with surrounding contributing buildings.  
o Limestone/sandstone, brick, clapboard, wood, and cement board are appropriate 

materials.  
• Patios and Porches 

o Recommended: Building materials included laid brick, concrete, stone, and wood. 
 
Recommendations: Staff recommends approving COA 18-30. Staff feels that the existing 
limestone slab walkways are too deteriorated to be retained and they pose as safety hazard. 
While the use of prefab concrete paves is not directly addressed in the Matlock Heights Local 
Historic District Design Guidelines, Staff feels that their installation is not necessarily permanent 
and the walkways will be minimally visible from public right-of-ways. Staff has been in contact 
with the petitioner regarding the replacement of the limestone walkways with new limestone 
pavers, and the petitioner is supportive if the Commission requests that. 
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SUMMARY 
 

COA 18-34 
 

511 W. Dixie Street: McDoel 
Petitioner: Marsha Cummins 

 
Contributing           IHSSI #: 105-055-53130     c. 1930 
 

 
 
Background: The house located at 511 W. Dixie Street is a contributing severely altered 
California Bungalow in good condition that was constructed c. 1930. The property is located 
within the McDoel Local Historic District and is zoned RC-Residential Core. 
 
Request: Construction of a 7’x8’ porch on the main façade with wheelchair accessible ramp out 
to the sidewalk running parallel to W Dixie Street. The porch will sit 16” off the ground and the 
wheelchair ramp will be approximately 15’ long. The deck and the ramp will be constructed of 
composite materials and a wooden railing will be installed around the perimeter of the deck.  
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Guidelines:  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: Standard 2: The historic character of a 
property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of 
features and spaces that characterize property shall be avoided. 
 
McDoel Local Historic District Design Guidelines 
Ramps and Exterior Modifications for Aging in Place 

• Because McDoel has many retirees, the neighborhood prioritizes accessibility. 
o Preferred: The preferred location of ramps is away from the front façade of the 

house. 
o Acceptable: Ramps are generally permitted front or rear of a lot. 

Decks and Patios 
• Recreational living space is important in a vital family neighborhood. 

o Preferred: Flush stone or brick patios, or wood decks should be placed to the rear 
of the house where visibility from the front is limited.  

o Acceptable: Wooden decks partially visible in a side yard are acceptable. 
 
Recommendations: Staff recommends approving COA 18-34. Staff feels that the design and 
materials of the new porch and ramp are consistent with the design guidelines for the district. 
The petitioner is proposing two different scenarios for the ramp and is open to either, depending 
on what the Commission decides is best. The petitioner has also agreed to use wood instead of 
composite boards which is a consistent district material outlined in the design guidelines. 
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SUMMARY 
 

COA 18-35 
 

105 S. Rogers Street: Greater Prospect Hill 
Petitioner: Lotus Education & Arts Foundation 

 
Contributing            IHSSI #: 105-055-26446    c. 1955 
 

 
 
Background: The structure located at 105 S. Rogers Street is a slightly altered firehouse building 
in good condition that was constructed c. 1955. The property is located within the Greater 
Prospect Hill Local Historic District and is zoned CD-Commercial Downtown. 
 
Request: Façade renovation including: new signage retaining red-paneled firehouse character, 
replace/update upper-floor windows for appearance and energy efficiency, new period-
appropriate glass lens for original lighting fixture above front door, small canopy over the front 
door, installation of a small exterior display case to the right of the front door, clean/restore 
flagpole, and power-wash limestone veneer.  
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Guidelines: 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:  

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

• Masonry 
o Recommended: Cleaning soiled masonry surfaces with the gentlest method 

possible, such as using low-pressure water and detergent and natural bristle or 
other soft-bristle brushes.  

o Using biodegradable or environmentally-safe cleaning or paint-removal products. 
o Allowing only trained conservators to use abrasive or laser-cleaning methods, 

when necessary, to clean hard-to-reach, highly-carved, or detailed stone features. 
o Not Recommended: Cleaning or removing paint from masonry surfaces using 

most abrasive methods (including sandblasting, other media blasting, or high-
pressure water) which can damage the surface of the masonry and mortar joints.  

o Using a cleaning or paint-removal method that involves water or liquid chemical 
solutions when there is any possibility of freezing temperatures.  

o Cleaning with chemical products that will damage some types of masonry (such 
as using acid on limestone or marble), or failing to neutralize or rinse off chemical 
cleaners from masonry surfaces. 

 
Greater Prospect Hill Local Historic District Design Guidelines 
Existing architectural details (specifically original historic elements) for windows, porches, door, 
and eaves on the public way façade shall be retained or replaced in the same style or in a design 
appropriate to the character of the house or streetscape.  

• Retain proportions of all original openings (e.g. doors, windows, etc.). Replacement of 
windows and doors determined to be original should duplicate the original in size and 
scale in ways that do not visually impact the public way façade of the house and continue 
to reflect the period of the house.  

• Retain historical character-defining architectural features and detailing, and retain 
detailing on the public way façade such as brackets, cornices, dormer windows, and gable 
end shingles.  

 
Recommendations: Staff recommends approving COA 18-35. All of the proposed alterations and 
changes to the public way façade are acceptable actions listed in the Greater Prospect Hill Local 
Historic District Design Guidelines. The replacement of the upper windows is acceptable 
because the windows are not original and the size of the openings will be retained. Staff does not 
support power-washing the limestone façade because it has the potential to cause damage to the 
stone and recommends using an alternative cleaning method. In regards to the replacement of the 
non-original garage doors, the petitioner’s asked Staff in October if this was covered under the 
COA process, and Staff believed the building was located outside of the GPHLHD, and told the 
petitioners to move forward with the work. Staff is supportive of the replacement windows as 
they retained the original garage openings. 
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SUMMARY 
 

Demo Delay 18-09 (cont. from last meeting) 
 

717 N. Maple Street 
Petitioner: Richard Wells 

 
No attribute data found 

 

 
 

Background: The house located at 717 N. Maple Street is a gabled-ell house that was constructed 
c. 1915 and is zoned RC-Residential Core. 
 
Request: Full demolition. 
 
Guidelines: According to the demolition delay ordinance, BHPC has 90 days to review the 
demolition permit applications from the time it is forwarded to the Commission for review. 
Commission staff received the application March 12, 2018. The BHPC may thus employ 
demolition delay for 90 days from the date, and may request an additional 30 days if necessary 
for further investigation. During the demolition delay period, the BHPC must decide whether to 
apply Local Designation to the property.  
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Recommendations: Staff recommends continuing the demolition delay waiting period. Based on 
receiving an application for designation of a conservation district in this area that would include 
this property, Staff feels that the demolition delay waiting period merits an extension of 30 days 
to give the Historic Preservation Commission the opportunity to review the application of 
proposed designation. If the Commission chooses to send the application and an approved map 
onto City Council for review, the properties within the proposed boundaries will be placed under 
interim protection. 
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SUMMARY 
 

Demo Delay 18-10 (cont. from last meeting) 
 

1209 W. 2nd Street 
Petitioner: Omega Properties 

 
Notable             IHSSI #: 105-055-60807    c. 1940 
 

 
 
Background: The house located at 1209 W. 2nd Street is a notable, slightly altered English 
Cottage in good condition. It was constructed c. 1940 and is zoned CA-Commercial Arterial.  
 
Request: Full demolition of house and garage.  
 
Guidelines: According to the demolition delay ordinance, BHPC has 90 days to review the 
demolition permit application from the time it is forwarded to the Commission for review. 
Commission staff received the application on March 19, 2018. The BHPC may thus employ 
demolition delay for 90 days from the date, and may request and addition 30 days if necessary 
for further investigation. During the demolition delay period, the BHPC must decide whether to 
apply Local Designation to the property.  
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Recommendations: Staff recommends contributing the demolition delay waiting period. The 
Commission has one more meeting prior to the demolition delay period expiration date in order 
to make a decision and a continuation will give the petitioner’s more time to work with Habitat 
for Humanity on the possibility of being able to move the house.  
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SUMMARY 
 

Demo Delay 18-19 (cont. from last meeting) 
 
*The Petitioner has requested the next review of this project be heard at the June 14th, 
2018 BHPC Meeting 
 

726 W. 6th Street (Hendrix House) 
Petitioner: James McBee, MBC Construction 

 
Contributing            IHSSI #: 105-055-26169    c. 1875 
 

 
 
Background: The house located at 726 W. 6th Street is a contributing slightly altered Greek 
Revival I-House in good condition that was constructed c. 1875. The property is zoned RC-
Residential Core. 
 
Request: Partial demolition – replacement of non-original windows on the East and West 
elevations. Window openings will be returned to their original size and replacement windows 
will be made to fit.  
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Guidelines: According to the demolition delay ordinance, BHPC has 90 days to review the 
demolition permit application from the time it is forwarded to the Commission for review. 
Commission staff received the application on May 9th, 2018. The BHPC may thus employ 
demolition delay for 90 days from the date, and may request an additional 30 days if necessary 
for further investigation. During the demolition delay waiting period, the BHPC must decide 
whether to apply Local Designation to the property.  
 
Recommendations: Staff recommends a move for local historic designation. Staff believes the 
house merits stand-alone designation based on its architectural form and context. However, Staff 
also feels the alterations to the building will ultimately take the appearance back to a more 
historically accurate context when the window openings are returned to their original size, and 
while Staff would like the replacement windows to be wood, vinyl windows can be replaced in 
the future. 
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SUMMARY 
 

Demo Delay 18-16 
 

1206 S. Nancy Street 
Petitioner: Michaelangelo Sims Bruno 

 
Notable            IHSSI #: 105-055-61506    c. 1960 
 

 
 
Background: The house located at 1206 S. Nancy Street is an unaltered mid-century modern 
ranch in good condition that was constructed c. 1960. The property is zoned RS-Residential 
Single Family.  
 
Request: Partial demolition – construction of a side addition and replacement of the front 
windows.  
 
Guidelines: According to the demolition delay ordinance, BHPC has 90 days to review the 
demolition permit application from the time it is forwarded to the Commission for review. 
Commission staff received the application on April 24, 2018. The BHPC may thus employ 
demolition delay for 90 days from the date, and may request and additional 30 days if necessary 
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for further investigation. During the demolition delay waiting period, the BHPC must decide 
whether to apply Local Designation to the property.  
 
Recommendations: Staff recommends a move for local historic designation. This house, even in 
its current state, is an excellent example of mid-century modern architecture and has a unique 
form that is not found on every mid-century house. However, Staff also believes that the 
construction of an addition on the side will not dramatically alter the historic integrity of the 
house.  
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SUMMARY 
 

Demo Delay 18-19 
 

1300 S. Washington Street 
Petitioner: Ernesto Castaneda 

  
Contributing             IHSSI #: 105-055-52013    c. 1930 
 

 
 
Background: The house located at 1300 S. Washington Street is a contributing slightly altered 
American Foursquare in good condition that was constructed c. 1930. The property is zoned RC-
Residential Core. 
 
Request: Partial demolition – construction of a rear deck and garage on the rear of the property. 
 
Guidelines: According to the demolition delay ordinance, BHPC has 90 days to review the 
demolition permit application from the time it is forwarded to the Commission for review. 
Commission staff received the application on May 3rd, 2018. The BHPC may thus employ 
demolition delay for 90 days from the date, and may request an additional 30 days if necessary 
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for further investigation. During the demolition delay waiting period, the BHPC must decide 
whether to apply Local Designation to the property.  
 
Recommendations: Staff recommends a move for local historic designation. Staff feels that the 
house merits stand-alone designation due to its historic character and integrity. However, Staff 
believes that the proposed alterations will not affect the historic integrity of the structure and 
both the deck and garage have been designed in compatible manners to the house.  
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