
Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission Showers City Hall 

McCloskey Room, Thursday November 14, 2019, 5:00 P.M. AGENDA 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

II. ROLL CALL 

 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. October 24, 2019 Minutes 

 

IV. CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS 

Staff Review 

A. COA 19-63 

403 E. 4th Street (Greater Restaurant Row Historic District) 

Petitioner: Dave Harstad 

Installation of 35 ½” x 61 ½” double hung vinyl window in gable on west elevation. 

B. COA 19-65 
701 W. Dodds Street (McDoel Historic District) 

Petitioner: Roy Miller 

Replacement of lower exterior door (unoriginal) on east elevation with an embossed steel, 
six-panel door.  

 

Commission Review 

A. COA 19-64 

506 S. Ballantine Road (Elm Heights Historic District) 

Petitioner: Matheu Architects 

Extend rear porch 4’ to the west and enclose Addition of master bathroom over the 

existing flat roof kitchen.  

 

V. DEMOLITION DELAY  

Commission Review 

A. Demo-Delay 19-21 

829 E. Cottage Grove Avenue 
Petitioner: Keenyn Smith 

Partial demolition: Moving original basement window located on south elevation 32” to 
the east to meet egress requirements.  
B. Demo-Delay 19-20 
1508 W. 11th Street 
Petitioner: Thomas Excavating 
Full demolition of primary and accessory structures. 
 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

A. HPC Consulting Grant Application: 213 S. Rogers Street (Frosted Foods Building) 

 

VII. OLD BUSINESS 

A. Kohr Hospital Building Historic Designation 

 

VIII. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

 

IX. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

X. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 

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

812-349-3429 or email, human.rights@bloomington.in.gov. 

Next meeting date is December 12, 2019 at 5:00 P.M. in the McCloskey Room. Posted: 11/7/2019 

mailto:human.rights@bloomington.in.gov
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Bloomington Historic Preservation Commission  

Showers City Hall, McCloskey Room 

Thursday October 24, 2019 

MINUTES 

 

Meeting was called to order by Jeff Goldin @ 5:01 pm 

 
ROLL CALL 

Commissioners 

Present 

Leslie Abshier 

Susan Dyer 

Jeff Goldin 

Lee Sandweiss 

John Saunders 

Chris Sturbaum 

 

Absent 

Doug Bruce  

Sam DeSollar 

Deb Hutton  

 

Advisory members 

Present 

Duncan Campbell 

Jenny Southern 

 

Absent 

Ernesto Casteneda 

Derek Richey 

 

Staff  

Eric Sader, HAND 

Angela Van Rooy, HAND 

Philippa Guthrie, Legal 

 

Mary Catherine Carmichael,     

   Office of the Mayor 

 

Guests 

Mary Ann Valenta, IU Health 

Jamie Morris, D-D 19-18 

Becky Holzman, Prospect Hill 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

   
Jeff Goldin has received several requests to delay the Commission’s discussion of the Kohr 
Hospital Building until IU Health completes its assessments and research of the site. Therefore, 
he suggested that the Commission table this item until a future meeting. 
 
John Saunders made a motion to table the discussion of item VI.A., “Historic Designation of the 
Kohr Hospital Building” to a future meeting. Susan Dyer seconded. Motion carried 5-0-0 (Yes-
No-Abstain) 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
John Saunders made a motion to approve October 4th, 2019 Special Meeting Minutes, Susan 
Dyer seconded. Motion carried 3-0-2 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 
John Saunders made a motion to approve October 10th, 2019 Minutes, Susan Dyer seconded.  
Motion carried 3-0-2 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 
DEMOLITION DELAY 
A. Demo-Delay 19-18 
119 S Clark Street 
Petitioner: Casey Peck 
Full demolition of accessory building 
 
Eric Sader gave presentation, see packet for details. Staff recommends release of the Demo-Delay 
19-18, as accessory structure does not meet criteria for historic designation. 
 
Jamie Morris, Petitioner’s Representative—structure has a dirt floor 
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Commissioner Questions 
John Saunders—Is the structure in decay? Jamie Morris—Yes, there’s wood rot, chipping paint, 
not well-maintained. 
Lee Sandweiss—Are they going to build another garage? Jamie Morris—Property is for sale. 
There may be a request to demo the house sometime in the future, as its foundation is compromised. 
 
Commissioner Comments 
Duncan Campbell—Accessory structures are historic too, but we would not designate it without the 
house. 
Chris Sturbaum—I have fixed many like this. It can be repaired and a slab added underneath. Often 
lose the setback if taken down. This structure has value. 
Jeff Goldin—I have fixed a structure just like this one 
Jenny Southern: Surprised that it will be demolished when house is for sale? 
 
John Saunders made a motion to waive the demolition delay waiting period for Demo Delay 19-18. 
Susan Dyer seconded. Motion carried 5-0-1 (Yes-No-Abstain).  
 
Chris Sturbaum commented that releasing the Demo Delay does not mean that the owner has to tear 
down the structure, only that they have permission to do so.  
 
 
B. Demo-Delay 19-19 
3620 E 3rd Street 
Petitioner: Jay Cherry 
Full demolition of house 
 
Eric Sader gave presentation, see packet for details. Staff recommends release of the Demo-Delay 
19-19, as structure does not meet criteria for historic designation. 
 
Commissioner Questions 
Chris Sturbaum—What surrounds it? Jeff Goldin/Eric Sader—a mix of new and older homes on 
large lots, with large setbacks.  
Jenny Southern—Will they have to build 15 feet from the road? Eric Sader—There are minimum 
setbacks, don’t think there are maximum setbacks. 
Lee Sandweiss—Why do they want to tear it down?  
Leslie Abshier—Does it meet criteria for designation? Jeff Goldin—not according to Conor’s 
research. 
 
Commissioner Comments 
Duncan Campbell—What information does Staff have? I would like to have all of the information 
so I can decide if it meets criteria for designation. I don’t want Staff giving recommendations based 
upon information they’re not giving us or haven’t found Eric Sader—Conor and I did visit the 
property and do a walk-around. 
John Saunders—What is property class “commercial housing”? Jeff Goldin—It means it was a 
rental, what is zoning? Residential Single-family. 
Leslie Abshier—Agree with Duncan. Duncan Campbell—It’s on the (SHAARD) Survey, so at 
least give us the survey information.  
Jeff Goldin—We can table until Conor is here and can do more research. My personal opinion is 
that we’re not going to designate this property. 
Chris Sturbaum—I think we should just go ahead and release it. 
 
John Saunders made a motion to waive the demolition delay waiting period for Demo Delay 19-19. 
Susan Dyer seconded. Motion carried 4-2-0 (Yes-No-Abstain).  
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NEW BUSINESS 
A. Historic Designation of the Kohr Hospital Building (tabled to future meeting) 
 
Chris Sturbaum—Does the fact that the building might have asbestos in it relate to its historic 
value?  
Jeff Goldin—It’s an economic discussion too. The estimate to rehab the building is 
$12,000,000. 
Chris Sturbaum—Our job is only to decide if it deserves historic protection. The Council can 
decide based upon other criteria.  
Jeff Goldin—I would still like to wait until we have all of the information. 
Leslie Abshier—I agree it’s fair to wait, we have been asked to wait. 
Chris Sturbaum—How long will it take? 
John Saunders—First quarter of 2020. 
Philippa Guthrie—IU Health is doing a complete analysis of the building in the event they have 
to demolish it. 
Chris Sturbaum—It would be more informative to the City and the Hospital, if they knew that 
we considered it an historic building.  
Jeff Goldin—I agree with Chris. 
 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
Jenny Southern—I attended the special Council meeting during which there was a lot of 
discussion of building duplexes/triplexes/quads in historic districts. One Council member 
mentioned that homes that are contributing must be brought before the HPC before they can be 
torn down. People were content with this. But this worries me because HPC does not designate 
many Demo-Delays. Council doesn’t understand how many we release for demolition. I think we 
will have many more Demo-Delays in the future if the UDO goes through. 
Chris Sturbaum—I told the Council that Conservation Districts don’t review additions (only 
demolition or new construction). In an Historic District we would review it as an addition. 
Preservation will not stop duplexes/triplexes; it can only stop demolition. Up to 50% demolition 
does not come to HPC (whether it’s the front half or the back half). Height of a new building is 
restricted within 50 feet of an outstanding or significant building, but not for a contributing 
building (which are 90% of an historic district). 
Philippa Guthrie—50% demolition is not changing in the new UDO. That is the current 
definition of “substantial demolition”. 
Eric Sader—On all of the newest surveys contributing properties require Staff review. 
Jeff Goldin—If we can alter historic houses into a duplexes/triplexes, is that bad? How does the 
Commission feel about increasing density in historic districts? 
Chris Sturbaum—That’s not our purview. Our job is to focus on historic compatibility. 
Jenny Southern—It doesn’t matter how the building is used. It could be a restaurant. 
Duncan Campbell—Easiest way the think about it is that HPC doesn’t evaluate use (under the 
law). 
 
Chris Sturbaum—Are we going to consider the Kohr building at our next meeting?  
Jeff Goldin—I think based upon what Chris said earlier, we should alter our previous motion to 
specify discussion will be at the next meeting. 
 
John Saunders made a motion to table the discussion of item VI.A., “Historic Designation of the 
Kohr Hospital Building” to the next HPC meeting on November 14, 2019. Chris Sturbaum 
seconded. Motion carried 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned by Jeff Goldin at 5.39 p.m. 
 

 END OF MINUTES 



COA: 19-63 

Staff Decision 

Address: 403 E. 4th Street  

Petitioner: Dave Harstad 

Parcel #: 53-05-33-310-178.000-005  

Rating: Non-Contributing    Structure; Cross Gable c. 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Background: This building is non-contributing structure in the Greater Restaurant Row 

Historic District. 

Request:  

1. Installation of 35 ½” x 61 ½” double hung vinyl window in the gable located on the west 

elevation.  

Guidelines: None currently available for the district. SOI Standards for Rehabilitation not 

applicable to non-historic buildings. 

Staff Decision: Staff approves COA 19-63 due to the following reasons: 

1. The building is not historic and was built in 2006. 

2. The size and material of the new window will match the second story windows. 

3. The new window will allow the attic space to be utilized as a studio. 

 

 











COA: 19-65 

Staff Decision 

Address: 701 W. Dodds Street  

Petitioner: Robyn Miller 

Parcel #: 53-08-05-402-062.000-009   

Rating: Contr ibuting   Structure; California Bungalow c. 1930 

 

Background: This building is contr ibuting structure in the McDoel Histor ic Distr ict. 

Request: Replacement of lower exter ior door (unor iginal) on east elevation with an 

embossed steel, six-panel door. Size of door will not change. 

Guidelines: McDoel Historic District Design Guidelines pgs 7-8 

 Doors: Original doors on houses classified as notable should be preserved. Doors may be 

widened to accommodate wheelchairs. 

 Preferable: Keep doors that are original to the house and add storm doors for 

weatherization. Replacement doors should closely match design of original doors. 

 Acceptable: Replacement doors should be the same style and size as the originals. 

Staff Decision: Staff approves COA 19-65 due to the following reasons: 

1. Staff finds that the door to be replaced is Mid-Century in style and is therefore not 

original to the house as the home was constructed in 1930. 

2. The district guidelines state that original doors on notable houses should be preserved.  

This is neither a notable house nor an original door. 

 

 













COA: 19-64 

 

Address: 506 S. Ballantine Road 

Petitioner: Kris Floyd (Matheu Architects) 

Parcel #: 53-01-54-892-000.000-009 

Rating: Contr ibuting  Structure; Amer ican Foursquare c. 1925 

Background: This is a limestone Amer ican Foursquare or Prair ie Box style home located 

in the Elm heights Historic District. Alterations will be to the rear of the home but will be 

visible from an alleyway that runs north/south behind the property.  

Request: Several alterations to the rear of the home. 

1. Rebuild rear porch foundation using block or concrete, extend the porch 4” to the west and 

enclose the porch. 

2. Addition of master bathroom on second story. Will be located on the rear of the home, 

above the existing flat roof kitchen.  

Guidelines: Elm Heights Histor ic Distr ict Design Guidelines, pg. 28-29 (Following page) 

Recommendation: Staff recommends APPROVAL of COA 19-64 with the following 

comments: 

1. The addition is to the rear and integrates well with the existing roofline. The only concern 

staff has is with the addition’s siding material (cement board w/ stile and rail trim). This is a 

stark contrast to the existing ashlar limestone siding on the house. SOI Standards for 

Rehabilitation  state that additions should be differentiated yet compatible. 

2. Staff  supports the extension and enclosure of the porch. The original limestone columns 

will be reused, and refurbished multi-lite steel windows will be utilized to ensure harmony 

with the existing steel casement windows on the structure. The porch is also obscured from 

view by a 6’ limestone wall. 
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5.0  Additions, Retrofits, and 
 New Construction
Elm Heights is known for its eclectic interpretation of tradi-
tional styles such as Art Deco, Spanish, Tudor, and Colonial 
Revival.  Decorative influences from around the world can be 
seen throughout the district.  The historic district encompasses 
buildings dating from the 1850s up through the 1950 Lustron 
houses. While the neighborhood includes a wide spectrum of 
styles, the predominant historic style era remains that of 1920-
1930.  

There is also great variation in the size of homes in Elm 
Heights; many are very modest when compared to new subdi-
vision houses.  Traditionally, it has been popular to expand the 
living-space envelope of these houses by adding rooms at the 
back or side and by developing outdoor living spaces with pa-
tios, terraces, and decks.  Larger homes are placed on double 
lots and set well back from the street, giving them a gracious 
front yard and a smaller private area in the back.

It is our goal to preserve the historic integrity of the district 
while allowing for changes that enhance its livability for the 
residents.   Sometimes, change is necessary or desirable for 
older homes to fulfill their function as the needs of the owner 
change.  Most or all of these changes should be made in a 
manner that can be reversed and should not damage or remove 
irreplaceable historic materials or elements.

5.1    Additions and New 
 Construction
Many types of additions can be appropriate as long as they do 
not damage the home’s historic features, materials, and style, 
or the spatial relationships that characterize the original build-
ing and site. Although additions and new construction must be 
compatible with surrounding historic properties, it should be 
noted that no two houses in the district are alike and therefore 
creativity and individuality in interpreting a historic design 
will be considered.   Changes to non-contributing houses are 
held to less restrictive standards than those to contributing 
properties, but additions and setting elements will still require 
review.  

Preservation Goals for Additions and 
New Construction

To harmonize with adjacent and neighborhood buildings in 
terms of height, scale, mass, materials, spatial rhythm, and 
proportion when designing additions and buildings.

To preserve the historic character and elements of contributing 
properties and their surroundings during new construction of 
compatible buildings and additions. 
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Guidelines for Additions and  New Construction

A Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) is required for the following bolded, numbered items. The bullet points that follow each numbered 
item further assist applicants with the COA process.  

I. Construction of new buildings and structures.
 • Design new houses and other structures to be compatible with, but distinguishable from, surrounding historic buildings. 
 • New buildings should be compatible with surrounding contributing properties in massing, proportion, height, scale,    
 placement, and spacing.  
 • New construction should echo setback, orientation, and spatial rhythms of surrounding properties. 
 • Roof shape, size of window and door openings, and building materials should be primarily compatible with any structure   
 already on the property and secondarily with surrounding contributing properties. 
 • Design new buildings so that the overall character of the site is retained, including its topography, any desirable historic 
 features, and mature trees. 
II.  Construction of additions.
 • Locate additions so as not to obscure the primary facade of the historic building. 
 • Retain significant building elements and site features, and minimize the loss of historic materials and details.
 • Size and scale of additions should not visually overpower the historic building or significantly change the proportion of the   
 original built mass to open space.
 • Select exterior surface materials and architectural details for additions that are complementary to the existing building in   
 terms of composition, module, texture, pattern, and detail.
 • Additions should be self-supporting, distinguishable from the original historic building, and constructed so that they can be   
 removed without harming the building’s original structure. 
 • Protect historic features and large trees from immediate and delayed damage due to construction activities.  
 • Sensitive areas around historic features and mature trees should be roped off before demolition or construction begins.

Things to Consider as You Plan

For both additions and new construction, retaining a specific 
site’s topography and character-defining site features assures 
compatibility. This is especially critical during new site devel-
opment. The descriptions and guidelines included in Neighbor-
hood Site and Setting, Section 3, will be useful for ensuring the 
compatibility of proposed site development within the historic 
district. The guidelines for various site features, including 
driveways, fences, lighting, garages, mature trees, and plant-
ings, apply to both existing site features and proposed develop-
ment. Consistency in setback, orientation, spacing, and dis-
tance between adjacent buildings creates compatibility within 
the district. The proportion of built mass to open space should 
remain consistent with that in surrounding areas to ensure the 
compatibility of both additions and new construction. 

Elm Heights encourages the implementation of sustainability 
in all new construction, including LEED principles, solar op-
tions, and low-carbon-footprint building materials and meth-
ods. Landscaping in a sustainable manner is highly desirable 
within the historic district, including retaining large trees and 
minimizing ground disturbance to protect critical root zones.

 

The principal visual elements that distinguish additions and 
new buildings are their height, form, massing, proportion, size, 
scale, and roof shape.  Additions should be compatible with 
but discernible from the original historic building and should 
not diminish it in size and scale. Careful analysis of the adja-
cent historic buildings is valuable for determining how consis-
tent and, consequently, how significant each of these criteria is 
in judging how compatible your new construction is with re-
gard to its surroundings. It is especially important to consider 
the overall proportion of the building’s front elevation because 
it will have the most impact on the streetscape. Similar study 
of materials, building features, and details typical of existing 
buildings along the street will provide a vocabulary to draw 
upon when designing a compatible building. Consideration 
should be given to the spacing, placement, scale, orientation, 
and size of window and door openings as well as the design of 
the doors and the windows themselves. In additions, exterior 
surface materials, architectural details, and window and door 
openings should reflect those of the original house.











Demo Delay: 19-21 

Commission Decision 

Address: 829 E. Cottage Grove Avenue 

Petitioner: Keenyn Smith 

Parcel Number: 53-05-33-106-012.000-005 

Property is Notable       Circa. 1920 

Background: Front Dormer Bungalow style home. 

The home owner is facing the loss of 

insurance coverage because the 

basement window does not meet 

egress.  

 

Request: Partial demolition: Moving a basement window laterally several feet and 

enlarging it. The current window is 18” H x 30” W.  The new window will 

be 40” H x 32” W.  

 

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. The BHPC may thus employ demolition 

delay for 90 day from the date the application was received and may 

request an additional 30 days if necessary for further investigation within 

the first 30 days of the review period. During the demolition delay 

waiting period, the BHPC must decide whether to apply Local 

Designation to the property. 

   

Recommendation: Staff recommends releasing Demo Delay 19-21. Staff does not find that 

moving and enlarging a small basement window located on a secondary 

façade to meet fire egress justifies a recommendation of historic 

designation.   

















Demo Delay: 19-20 

Commission Decision 

Address: 1508 W. 11th Street 

Petitioner: Thomas Excavating 

Parcel Number: 53-05-32-201-107.048-005 

Property is Contributing       Circa. 1965 

Background: Slightly altered Minimal Ranch style home in fair condition. 

 

Request: Full Demolition  

 

Guidelines: According to the demolition delay ordinance, BHPC has 90 days to 

review the demolition permit application from the time it is forwarded to 

the Commission for review. The BHPC may thus employ demolition 

delay for 90 day from the date the application was received and may 

request an additional 30 days if necessary for further investigation within 

the first 30 days of the review period. During the demolition delay 

waiting period, the BHPC must decide whether to apply Local 

Designation to the property. 

   

Recommendation: Staff recommends releasing Demo Delay 19-20. Staff does not find that 

the building meets the architectural or historical criteria for historic 

designation.  














