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sidewalk in front. He noted that the iron railing that is depicted on the drawing will be 
custom fabricated with a separate railing that will be in compliance with the code 
requirements for 36-in. above the , but the railing itself has the ornamental 
posts that are consistent with some of the iron work in the district. 

D. Cheatham said he thought the design looked good. G. Jorgensen said it looks much 
more traditional - like the original steps were - much more of a traditional approach to 
the church. 

No further questions or comments from the board. No questions or comments from the 
audience. 

Roll call - all ayes. 

Application approved as applied. 

8. Robert Creviston! American Structurepoint, Inc. on behalf of Jefferson 
County Commissioners - c. of A. to remove existing windows; wood 
replacement windows; restoration; ADA elevator addition to south side of 
courthouse; and ADA ramp replacement. 

Application Tabled. 

Business - Old Q! New: 

G. Jorgensen said she just wanted to make a comment about the courthouse project - next 
month will be discussing it - has been postponed for this evening, but there has been a lot 
of discussion about them not appearing before the board and she just requests that the 
representatives for the courthouse project appear before the board to discuss the proposed 
design. D. Auxier advised if a C. of A. is required they will most certainly appear before 
the board. G. Jorgensen stated if they are making changes there is a Certificate of 
Appropriateness required. D. Auxier said he thought they had filed an application. 
G. Jorgensen said there has been some discussion about them not appearing about the 
windows. D. Auxier said the discussion about the windows in talking with the county 
representative said that the appearance of the upper windows would not change -
D. Auxier told the representative if the appearance of the upper would not change that a 
C. of A. is not required - has since learned that he thinks they are planning on making 
small changes and therefore should come before the board for a C. of A. G. Jorgensen 
said but really in this kind of case it really is up to the board to decide whether there 
would be a change in appearance. D. Auxier told her that the staff deals with people 
everyday who comes in asking if they need a C. of A. - if the board wants to direct him 
to give information to someone who asks him whether they need a C. of A. he would be 
happy to do that but thought in this particular case if someone comes up to him and they 
say they are going to put in a new window and it's going to look exactly like the window 
that I took out then his advice to them is they do not need a C. of A. M. McGee asked 
even if that is an original window. D. Auxier answered - even ifit is an original window. 
G. Jorgensen commented that it won't look the same. D. Auxier asked her how that is. 
She answered that it will have different characteristics. D. Cheatham asked D. Auxier if 
they aren't putting back the old windows on the first floor. D. Auxier told it is the second 
floor they are ... D. Cheatham said he understood all the original windows are going 
back after repair. D. Auxier said they are on the bottom story windows, they are going to 
be repaired and put back - they want to put new windows at the top and if those new 
windows appear different than those that are there now, the board will need to approve it 
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and thinks they are making a slight change to make them more compatible with the way 
the windows were before the 1960 renovation. Further, D. Auxier said what he thinks we 
are getting into is we're getting some confusion between materials and appearance - the 
ordinance speaks to appearance, not materials - ifit spoke to materials, the courthouse is 
already out of compliance because they have replaced materials on the courthouse 
without coming to the board for a C. of A. M. McGee stated that is what she doesn't 
understand. D. Auxier explained that as long as it appears the same, and he is assuming it 
does, he didn't take any photographs before it burned down - but if the cornice work that 
they have put up appears the same as the cornice work that was there before and if the 
cupola or bell tower, whatever you want to call it, it is definitely ... they've already 
decided that's not going to be made out of wood - that is going to be aluminum or 
fiberglass - aluminum he believes. G. Jorgensen asked, there again, who is making the 
decision that they look the same? D. Auxier answered that they look the same or they 
don't look the same how can we ask somebody to come for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness to determine ... if they are going to put back something that looks the 
same then they're not required to come to us. G. Jorgensen said if they are replacing it 
then it probably is not going to look the same. D. Auxier said then they need to come to 
us for a Certificate of Appropriateness. I agree, per G. Jorgensen. D. Auxier stated but if 
it is going to look the same they don't have to. G. Jorgensen came back by asking who is 
making the decision that it looks the same, that's what it comes down to - it's up to this 
board to make the decision whether it looks the same - that's what the board is here - a 
Certificate of Appropriateness. D. Auxier said at his house if he wants to change out a 
window and he is going to put a window back in that looks just like the one he took out, 
he is not going to come ask the board. Then G. Jorgensen said it's not just about 
appearance, it's about appropriateness because they are applying for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness. D. Auxier said, yes, but if she will read the ordinance there are limited 
requirements for a Certificate of Appropriateness - read from the ordinance "A 
Certificate of Appropriateness issued by the Building Inspector after approval of the 
Board of Review shall be required before a permit is issued for any of the following: 

1. Demolition or sandblasting of any building - they are not demolishing it and they 
are not sandblasting 

2. Moving a building - don't believe they are going to move it 
3. Conspicuous change in the exterior appearance of an existing building classified 

as historic by additions, reconstructions, or alteration other than changes in color 
- that's what they are doing - and if it is not a conspicuous change in the 
appearance then they do not require a Certificate of Appropriateness. 

Now if this ordinance had been written to say "before you can replace it" you have to 
come and get a Certificate of Appropriateness proving to the board that it looks the same, 
then they would have to come before the board but that's not the way it is written. 
D. Auxier further said - so, if the board wants to give these advance approval of things 
then the board needs to go back to the Common Council and ask them to change the 
ordinance. G. Jorgensen said she has never seen it like this - in any historic board she 
has ever seen it is just common knowledge that you come before the board. D. Auxier 
said common knowledge or not, this is the law, this is the law, this is what was enacted 
by the Common Council. Right, right, per G. Jorgensen but there again you're getting 
into arbitrary as to whether it is a conspicuous change if someone is making that decision 
as to whether it is conspicuous or not - it's someone opinion whether or not it is 
conspicuous. D. Auxier said I don't know - if someone went by the courthouse and 
decided that the cornice work looks different. G. Jorgensen said she thought she has had 
a lot of people tell her how different it looks, that it looks different. D. Auxier asked her 
if they thought it was a conspicuous change. Yes, per G. Jorgensen - thinks a lot of 
people feel it is conspicuous. Then, D. Auxier said they've violated the ordinance. 
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G. Jorgensen said - I know - you would think a lot of people would have violated the 
ordinance - she has had calls, many, many phone calls - very upset. D. Auxier asked 
what are the changes that have been made, he did not know. G. Jorgensen answered him 
saying the board wasn't given a list of them - the board should have been notified as to 
what the changes are. D. Auxier told her that she certainly can determine what the 
changes are now because in looking at old pictures of the courthouse and determine 
whether or not there has been a change. G. Jorgensen responded by saying there are 
many of them - the board can. D. Auxier asked her if anybody has done that. 
G. Jorgensen asked him if he meant a list of what they are - she didn't know if someone 
has. D. Auxier advised if they have violated the ordinance then ... G. Jorgensen asked if 
he is suggesting that someone make a list and bring it forth. Yes, per D. Auxier. Okay, 
per G. Jorgensen. D. Auxier stated the mere fact that they used fiberglass instead of 
wood is not something that the board can complain about. 

Audience member, Camille Fife, said obviously this is a really difficult issue because it is 
such a huge proj ect in our town and it was touted as - we all assumed, lets say, that the 
restoration - rehabilitation, actually, should call it - of this building would be done in 
accordance with the Secretary of Interior Standards to its highest level for preservation. 
Ms. Fife stated she thought she was a shocked as anyone to see the placement of the 
cornice, and she didn't even see it immediately, ended up being vinyl- think all assumed 
that locally that our State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) would 
have said that and the people on the team would have known that was the goal of this 
particular activity; obviously, that's not the case so we're kind of in a terrible ___ _ 
right now, kind of behind the eight ball complaints have been happening because 
somewhere along the line it was not understood before hand that a wood surface and 
vinyl surface would perhaps constitute a conspicuous change at least in the eyes of a 
number of people. Ms. Fife suggested that right now a few questions might be asked by 
this board of the team working on the project - #1 - knows that SHPO has reviewed some 
aspects of the project but whether or not the project was required to go through Section 
106 she does not know; if there are any Federal funds that permeate in that then it should 
have gone through that review and if that review has happened it should be helpful to this 
board to look at that, so that would be the first point she would have - knows they have 
SHPO approval for the elevator because there was some complaints in a newspaper 
article about what SHPO had demanded - anything else, she has no idea. 
Ms. Fife said that certainly before the board goes forward with this it would be helpful to 
have a lot better understanding of how this all came about because the board is being put 
into a position - obviously a number of people are disturbed about the notion of 
________ window replacement on top of vinyl surfaces on a historic building 
in our downtown. Ms. Fife noted that Madison is an example, whether we want to be or 
not, to the state and to our whole region so what we do here does get attention elsewhere 
and that puts us under a lot pressure, she knows, but it also gives us an opportunity to try 
to find ways to appropriately guide people and help them and to appropriately do the kind 
of work that can be looked up to in the future. 

Additionally, Ms. Fife explained that SHPO in our case in Indiana that is the Division of 
Historic Preservation. D. Auxier asked Ms. Fife if they are looking at state law. 
Ms. Fife answered that the laws that apply are actually federal, they are the Secretary of 
Interior standards which is a federal guideline - the SHPO is the official state 
representative and would be involved as a consulting party for section 106, etc. 
D. Auxier advised that this board does not conform with 106 and doesn't conform with 
SHPO. Ms. Fife said she is just guessing if that has happened, if SHPO has provided 
guidance with regards to the kind of work that is being accomplished in the design, that it 
would be helpful to know what the state has said. D. Auxier said he is just saying those 
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requirements are not something that our ordinance has imposed upon any building in this 
downtown area there are some guidelines that adopt that, yes, that say this is what you 
ought to look at, this is what you ought to consider. Ms. Fife went on to say that the 
Secretary of Interior Standards are standards just like our guidelines. D. Auxier asked 
Ms. Fife if that standard has to be followed at the courthouse. Ms. Fife answered if there 
is federal money or if there is a permit involved, they would have to follow Section 106 
guidelines - Section 106 refers to the specific section of the original 1966 ____ _ 
D. Auxier then asked Ms. Fife if there are federal funds involved. I don't know, per 
Ms. Fife - and didn't know if they went through Section 106 - knows there was a SHPO 
review because it was in the paper of the ... she doesn't know - that is her question to the 
board do we know if it has been reviewed by SHPO. Audience, Mr. Ludington, 
advised that he knows - knows that the elevator has been reviewed, window issue was 
not. Mr. Ludington said he didn't want to use up a whole of time but he can answer some 
of the questions that have been raised - the county and commissioners because of the 
circumstances surrounding the fire - he is not employed by the county in any capacity -
just has been involved and interested in what has happened since the aftermath of the fire, 
that the whole project was given a considerable amount of leeway from the very 
beginning because there was an understanding between the commissioners, and the 
architects involved, and the engineers, and about removal of the remains of 
the features that were ... Mr. Ludington noted he has received emails in which one or 
more members of the HDBR or the Plan Commission ... D. Cheatham advised that the 
Plan Commission was involved as a member of the Plan Commission was on the Historic 
Board at that time, but the HDBR has never been involved. Mr. Ludington said a 
representative of the City of Madison was involved. D. Cheatham stated there has been a 
board member present at some of the courthouse meetings but the board ... 
Mr. Ludington stated this has been in the newspapers, then again, it's not like anything 
has been a secret - but at any rate, the point he was trying to make is in the initial days he 
thought the leeway was given because activities revolved around removing remains of 
materials that had been ugly, either completely destroyed, or partially destroyed by the 
fire, it wasn't the commissioners or the architects who planned the project to remove 
original historic details that were still intact, so there just wasn't a concern and thought 
everyone was so grateful that the building wasn't just being scrapped and everyone 
seemed to be interested in salvaging it and saving it that in those initial stages he didn't 
think anyone was all that concerned with the details and how much of the cornice was 
destroyed - the point was they were dealing with materials that had been destroyed in a 
catastrophic fire thinks those issues should have been brought to the HDBR in the form 
of an application or now he does not know at this point, but thinks what's different about 
the window issue is that now they are talking about removing original historic materials 
from that building that were not destroyed in the fire and what we're skirting here is the 
definition of the line in the ordinance that states "a permit is required for demolition of 
any building" and since 1982 he can guarantee that those who were involved in drafting 
the proposed ordinance in 1982 were under the understanding that that meant any 
demolition involving any building in the historic district would have to be reviewed even 
if talking about removing a feature of the building then being replaced with something 
looking exactly like it but still, that removal would require a Certificate of 
Appropriateness regardless of what you're replacing and the suggestion has been brought 
up just recently that the word demolition refers only to complete destruction of an entire 
building and that's erroneous - if that were the case then in theory a property owner 
could tear down everything above ground on the building and as long as they left the 
foundation and then rebuild a complete replica of what was there before then the board 
wouldn't have any control over it - and one of the intents of the ordinance was not just to 
control the superficial appearance of the houses and buildings in downtown but also to 
preserve actual original historic fabric of buildings - so, he guessed in his view is that 
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this is an issue that the board perhaps needs to consider and make a ruling of their own 
because what has been suggested is different from the way this is all ... at least as far as 
he knows from the way everyone has understood it since 1982. D. Auxier said he 
thought if you do not have a definition in the ordinance you take the common, 
ordinary definition which says "demolition of a building" - he did not believe that taking 
a window out or replacing it with a window is demolishing the building and in the 
common way that it is looked at and the common way it is viewed, that is not what it 
means - now if the board wants it to be ... if going to change the material you must get 
approval then this board does not have the power to make that change by policy or any 
other way - this board needs to go back to the Common Council to pass this ordinance in 
the first place and say "please change it for us" - that's the legislative body, that's who 
enacted this ordinance not this board, so if somebody wants to come in front of the 
Common Council with the proposal that we want a change here that if going to change 
any material on any building on the exterior of the building then they must get approval 
and they pass it, fine. P. Davis said that Section F says that any change in type of 
material or in the design of the existing sidewalks ... D. Auxier said that is for sidewalks 
- that's strictly sidewalks. Mr. Ludington commented said it seems the suggestion is that 
sidewalks and trees are more important than any historic building. D. Auxier told 
Mr. Ludington that he did not write the ordinance - we have to abide by it. 
Mr. Ludington said he thought that was what they've been doing at least in regard to this 
since 1982. 

G. Jorgensen asked everyone to hold for just one second in reading from the ordinance 
- it always conspicuous change in the exterior appearance of existing buildings classified 
as historic by additions, reconstruction, or alterations other than changes in color so that 
would cover just about everything. D. Auxier noted that would change a lot of things, if 
changed in appearance that would change a lot of things, would cover most things. 
G. Jorgensen said she would agree. D. Auxier said he thought it has gotten to the point 
where there are materials now that people can use that don't necessarily change the 
appearance. G. Jorgensen said that's a personal opinion though too because someone 
else could say that it does change the appearance. D. Auxier explained that the ordinance 
says conspicuous changes, it doesn't say changes in material. True, true per 
G. Jorgensen. D. Auxier added if somebody can go up there to the courthouse and look 
up at that dentil work and tell him there is a conspicuous change in appearance, that it's 
not wood I can tell from down here that it is something else ... G. Jorgensen commented 
that she bet half of the room could tell you that. D. Auxier said you would have to walk 
up to it. G. Jorgensen said, no, you don't - you can tell- it's a conspicuous change. 
D. Auxier asked G. Jorgensen what is the meaning of conspicuous. Mr. Ludington 
answered that it means "visible." D. Auxier said no, that's not it, look in the dictionary. 
Mr. Ludington told that there was discussion about that when the ordinance was enacted 
in 1981. D. Auxier said he didn't think you would find conspicuous is defined as visible 

thinks conspicuous means that it stands out as a change. G. Jorgensen stated that there 
again that's an opinion and that's what this board is to decide - that's why this board 
exists is to make that decision. D. Auxier said then the board needs to tell the 
commissioners to get in here and ask for approval for what they've already done. 
That's right, per G. Jorgensen. D. Auxier added that maybe they (commissioners) will 
take it down. G. Jorgensen commented that she didn't think they are going to take it 
down. 

Ms. Fife told that Heidi Kruggel has an architectural dictionary here with her and has a 
definition of demolition - perhaps what we have here is that beauty is in the eye of the 
beholder and interpreting various aspects would be a good job for work in the future. Ms. 
Kruggel stated the definition in this book (architectural dictionary) says "the intentional 
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destruction of all or part of a structure made through structural elements, partitions, 
mechanical equipment, and electrical equipment and wiring." Ms. Fife noted that 
probably a number of things that the board is dealing with are in the same category of 
trying to interpret what the ordinance says because it can be interpreted either loosely or 

------and that's kind of the job of the folks right here. 

No further questions or comments from the board regarding the courthouse issue. 

G. Jorgensen announced there is going to be a workshop about the Design Guidelines if 
anyone would be interested in learning about the Design Guidelines - Greg Sekula of 
Indiana Landmarks is going to be giving it on Thursday, September 23 at 7:00 p.m. - it 
will be at the Feed Mill right down West Street - Cornerstone will be sponsoring it but 
it's also open to the public. 

Audience member, Rhonda Deeg, announced that the Building Trades Network is 
coming to area they are an international trades organization and she has been a part of 
this organization for about 12 years - they are pretty much east coast based but th? are 
now going to have a workshop in Frankfort, KY October 21-23 Saturday the 23 f is 
when it is a free workshop and people can come and just go through ... actually will have 
a big tent with a lot of trades people - have people come from all over - have people 
from Scotland, from Ireland, from England that are masters at what they do in tuck 
pointing, plastering, slate roofing, blacksmithing, timber framing, window repair, door 
repair, mill work - whatever you want to see the whole three days, she believes, is 
about $300.00 to get in to go to the seminars - these are people that will be on the 
courthouse square downtown Frankfort, KY and it's kind of like walking from booth to 
booth and watching people do demonstrations and sitting in on their seminars but, the 
Saturday of that weekend will be free. Ms. Deeg stated she will be there with stained 
glass restoration. 

Also, Ms. Deeg said Ivy Tech is planning with HMI a six day workshop from October 1-
6 this is actually a three credit course (field course) however anybody can participate 
and they will be using St. Michael's church and rectory as their site - HMI has been very 
gracious in letting them use the site. She told that the techniques they will be working on 
during the course of the six days (will meet 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. every day) will be 
plaster repair, historic stained glass restoration, and stone work. 

Ms. Deeg told that she is working with Ann Fairchild from the Lanier Mansion state 
historic site and they are trying to put together a career and traditional trades in historic 
preservation for high school students - so, they are working trying to get high school 
courses interested in learning those trades and coming down for a full day and that is 
October 21. Ms. Deeg said the reason why they decided to have it on October 21 is of 
course it coincides with the preservation trades network workshop going on in Frankfort 
and she will be able to pull some trades people from there to help demonstrate trades to 
the high school students - so, they are looking at possible slate shingles, tuck pointing, 
some work with splitting lathe, stained glass, historic painting techniques - trying to get 
high school students involved and interested in historic preservation trades. Ms. Deeg 
said that right now they are looking for some sponsors for that and they would like to 
include the trolley as kind of a neat ride for the high school students - looking at a 
morning session and then an afternoon session; still in the planning stages of this. 

Ms. Deeg said the last thing is that Madison Main Street actually received a grant last 
year for historic preservation education and that was received from Indiana Landmarks 
and Indiana Management Council. She explained that the design committee has been 
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working on putting together packets, which they received the grant for, to give to 
organizations in the community that could be a resource about this community and the 
fact that it is a National Historic Landmark district - it is on the National Register. 
Ms. Deeg said they wanted to do some packets to give to people who might come into 
this town, that are new to the town, that purchased buildings on Main Street or residential 
homes and needs some information about where to go to get resources, so in these 
packets are things from Indian Landmarks (they produce a brochure on how to find 
contractors), Main Street has a guide on fixing up old buildings, have some Ivy Tech 
things, put in information about statistics about historic preservation - why it is important 
to preserve buildings, also put in resources on where to go on the internet, Indiana 
Landmarks has allowed her to produce a historic house research handbook brochure, list 
of contractors, and many more. Ms. Deeg said they have had such a good response to 
this so far that she will be able to put together more packets. Ms. Deeg told that she will 
give David Jenkins 50 packets for him to pass out to other realtors. Also, Ms. Deeg said 
the packet includes a CD for tax credits in Indiana, the document as well as how to fill 
out the application. Ms. Deeg said this is a beginning - can add more to this, can make 
this a welcome packet, can add step by step instructions, still kind of a working packet 
but it is the beginning. G. Jorgensen asked Ms. Deeg if this is going to the realtors. Yes, 
per Ms. Deeg. Ms. Deeg said she would also like to include the Design Guidelines. 

No further business to be brought before the board. 

P. Davis made the motion to adjourn - seconded by G. Jorgensen. 

Meeting adjourned at 8:18 p.m. 

BY ORDER OF THE CITY OF MADISON HISTORIC DISTRICT BOARD OF REVIEW 


