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COA # 
2010-COA-165 (HMP) 

 

INDIANAPOLIS HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

Hearing Date 
AUG. 4, 2010 

 
Continued from: 

June 2, 2010 
July 7, 2010 

 
1819 N. Alabama St. 

HERRON MORTON PLACE 
Applicant: 

mailing address:  
PRIAN JANI 
1819 N. Alabama St. 
Indianapolis, IN 46202 

Owner: Same as above Center Twp. 
Council District 9 

Jackie Nytes 
 

CASE 

IHPC COA: 
 

2010-COA-165 (HMP) Retain siding, windows and trim installed in violation of 
previously issued COA’s. 
 
Retain sided over window openings completed without 
approval.    

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  Denial  
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
Background of the Property  
This two-story frame structure was built c. 1895.  Its features include a hip and gable roof, clapboard siding 
and decorative shingles (originally) in the front gable.  The house is located on the east side of Alabama 
street mid-block between 18th and 19th Streets.  It is zoned D-8 and is undergoing rehabilitation to return it to 
a single family residence after having been divided into 4 units in the 1980’s.  The applicant purchased the 
bank owned property in the fall of 2008.  Previous owners had begun renovations (including reconstruction 
of the missing front porch and re-opening original window openings) on the house in 2004, but never 
finished.   
 
Background of the Case and Violations 
A detailed timeline/enforcement history of this case is attached at the end of this report, but, in brief, in 
September 2008, the applicant applied and received staff approval with stipulations to: 

• Repair and replace siding as needed; 
• Replace roof shingles; 
• Repair existing windows and trim and replace windows where needed.   

 
October 2008   Work proceeded on the property. 
December 2008 Violations (listed below) were identified in which work being done was not in 

compliance with the COA and its stipulations. 
February 2009 The applicant subsequently applied to correct some of the issues and received 

approval to do so (09-010 Part A & B).   
January 2010 The owner had never undertaken the work to correct the violations.  After getting no 

cooperation from the owner to make corrections, staff turned the case over to the City 
Prosecutor.   

April 2010 In response to the complaint filed by the City Prosecutor, the owner is now requesting 
the Commission’s approval to retain all the work (windows, window trim, and siding) 
that was done inconsistently with the previously issued COA’s.   
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Violation Details – Work the applicant requests to retain   
1. Replacement windows  (Windows A thru R in photos below)– Replacement windows were 

installed in these openings in violation of stipulations included in COA 08-404 (HMP).  The 
owner had told staff on October 21, 2008, that he intended to repair all existing windows and not 
replace any windows.  All windows were replaced without staff’s agreement that the existing 
windows were beyond repair and without staff’s sign off on specification sheets for the proposed 
new window units.  Additionally, the replacement windows do not match the dimension, 
configuration or profile of the original windows.     

2. Original window openings sided over without approval.  (Windows S, T, U, V in photos below)  
3. Siding on all elevations was removed and replaced in violation of stipulations included in COA 

08-404 (HMP).  The applicant did not submit photos of the areas where siding was to be replaced 
as required by the COA or get staff’s agreement that the siding was beyond repair.  The applicant 
installed all new siding that does not match the dimension of the original siding (now 6 
inches/originally 5 inches). 

4. Trim around all windows was removed and replaced in violation of stipulations included in COA 
08-404 (HMP).  All of the new trim is diminished in dimension and profile from the original.   

 
Additionally, the applicant has other outstanding violations regarding the front entry door that was 
installed without approval and removal of the shake shingles in the front gable.  The applicant has 
applied to correct both of these violations and has received staff approval to make the corrections, but has 
not yet undertaken the work.   

  
Front/West Elevation     Rear/East Elevation 
 

  
South/Side Elevation     North/Side Elevation 
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Replacement Windows and Trim vs. Original 
The original windows were 3/1 true divided lite solid wood double hung windows.  The replacement 
windows that were installed are 4/1 simulated divided lite, wood double hung windows.    The overall 
dimensions of the replacement windows are wider and shorter than the original windows and the profile of 
the stiles, rails and muntins are diminished compared to the original windows.   Additionally the trim around 
the windows is a diminished dimension and profile, the sill is set flush with the wall and the stool and apron 
have been eliminated.   
 
The Herron Morton Plan states: 
“Windows on an historic building are important elements defining its architectural character and historic 
significance.  Their original materials and features should be respected and retained.  Replacement should 
only be done if necessary and if similar to the original.”  
 
“Avoid replacement windows not similar to the original in size, dimensions, shape, design, pattern, and 
materials.”    
 
“Original window trim should be preserved and retained.  Only badly deteriorated sections should be 
replaced to match original.”   
 
Unfortunately, staff understands the original windows were disposed of and therefore returning them to this 
building is not an option.  With that, staff is left to review the appropriateness of the replacement windows.  
Due to the altered height and width, profile, and configuration of the replacement windows, they are not 
units that staff would have approved for this building if given the opportunity and we find them to be 
inappropriate and to create an adverse effect on the building and the neighborhood.   
 

  
Original windows – south side – Sept. 2008  Replacement windows – south side – July 2010  
 
Replacement Siding vs Original Siding  
The original siding was solid wood with a 5 inch reveal.  The replacement siding is solid wood with a six 
inch reveal.  Historically, siding reveals were 4-5 inches and even on new construction, staff never 
recommends a reveal wider than 5 inches to maintain that historic aesthetic and consistency throughout the 
neighborhood.   
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Front Elevation – Sept. 2008     Front Elevation – July 2009  
 
The Herron Morton Plan states: 
“Replacement of original siding is generally justified only by documented problems with the material’s 
structural condition.  Aesthetic reasons generally do not justify replacement.”   
 
“Avoid removing the original siding.  It provides important physical evidence of a building’s history and 
adds immeasurably to a building’s historic character.  Even if replaced with new matching wood siding, the 
irregularities which record the building’s evolution through time and give it its character are lost.  In short, 
the historic significance of a building where the original siding is removed is diminished.”   
 
“If replacement of siding is justified (partial or total) avoid using any material other than real wood with 
dimensions, profile, size and finish to match the original.” 
 
Again, staff understands the original siding was disposed of and therefore restoring it on this building is not 
an option.  With that, staff is left to review the siding that was installed and finds it is not a dimension that 
would have been approved if given the opportunity and that it is inappropriate and creates an adverse effect 
on the building and the neighborhood.   
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Openings Sided Over or altered vs. Original Fenestration Plan   
 

  
North elevation – Sept 2008   North elevation – July 2010  

  
South Elevation – October 2004  South Elevation – July 2009  
 
On the north side of the house, 3 casement style openings and 3 double hung window openings were sided over.  
What remains on the north are 2 casements at the 2nd level and 3 double hung windows on the 1st level.   
 
On the south, one double-hung window opening was converted to a casement opening.   
 
The Herron Morton Plan states: 
“Avoid creating new window openings or eliminating original window openings.  This should be considered 
only when necessary and must be avoided on significant, and/or highly visible elevations.” 
 
While staff’s preference would have been to retain the openings as they existed, this house has undergone many 
changes to its fenestration plan over the years.  At the time of district designation, many of the house’s original 
openings had been sided over.  Generally, the previous owner and this applicant have returned the fenestration 
plan largely to a configuration that it likely would have been originally and that is much more appropriate.  
Additionally, if the applicant had applied for these changes, it is likely these opening alterations would have been 
approved at an administrative hearing level due to their location on secondary elevations and minimal visibility 
from the street.  With that, staff is open to maintaining the number and location of openings as well as the 
conversion of the double-hung openings to casement style openings, as the applicant has them today.   
   
Certificate of Authorization 
The IHPC’s statute states: “If the commission finds… any application to be inappropriate, but that its denial 
would result in substantial hardship or deprive the owner of all reasonable use and benefit of the subject 
property, or that its effect upon the historic area would be insubstantial, the commission shall issue a 
certificate of authorization.”   
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While the applicant has implied to staff that it would be a substantial economic hardship for him to replace 
the siding, windows and window trim with appropriate siding, windows and trim, he has not provided any 
details to this effect.  And, staff finds, that in this instance, the hardship that has been created is self-imposed.   
 
Final Staff Analysis 
Staff finds the retention of the existing siding, replacement double hung windows and window trim is not 
appropriate for the following reasons:  

• The dimensions of the siding, windows and trim change the historic proportions of the entire house 
and create an adverse effect on the neighborhood.    

• Approval of these elements without any unique circumstances could set a precedent for other 
properties in the area, thereby defeating the plan’s objectives.   

• Any hardship from the installation of these elements is self imposed due to the applicant not 
obtaining the appropriate approvals.   

 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDED MOTION 

2010-COA-165 (HMP): 
To deny a Certificate of Appropriateness to retain the siding, replacement double hung windows and 
all trim that was installed without approval and in violation of previously issued Certificates of 
Appropriateness. 
 

Staff Reviewer: Amy L. Bear 
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Looking East  

 
 

 
Looking North 
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IHPC CASE TIMELINE / ENFORCEMENT HISTORY 
 
September 2008 – Owner initiates conversation with staff and submits initial application for exterior 

rehabilitation.   
 
October 14, 2008 – Owner submitted a window survey (in compliance with the stipulations of COA 08-404)  

indicating which windows he would repair and which he wished to replace.   
 
October 21, 2008 – Owner verbally told staff he changed his mind and intended to repair all windows.   
 
December 31, 2008 – IHPC staff contacted the Office of Code Enforcement and requested a Stop Work 

Order be posted to address work not being done in accordance with COA 08-404 (HMP).  OCE 
responded and posted a SWO (VIO08-04923) same day.   

 
January 12, 2009 – Prian Jani and Mahesh Panchal applied to correct window and front entry door 

violations  (COA 09-010 (HMP)).  Application was scheduled for the 2/3/09 administrative hearing.   
 
February 3 & 10, 2009 – Administrative hearings were held and Certificates of Appropriateness to address 

work done in violation of COA 08-404 (HMP) were issued (COA 09-010 Part A&B) with all corrective 
work to have been completed by February 3, 2010 and February 10, 2010.   

 
July 16, 2009 – IHPC staff conducted site visit and determined the work approved in COA 09-010 Part A & 

B had not been started and additional work had been done without approval.  IHPC staff called and left a 
message at 293-0528 to discuss the situation with the owners.  Also, staff tried to call 217-246-8976, a 
contact number included on the most recent application.  No one answered this number and the 
voicemail would not allow a message to be left.  Additonally, IHPC staff mailed a violation letter to the 
property owners on this day.    

 
July 17, 2009 – IHPC staff left a message at 840-0642, Shankar Development.  This name and number was 

on a sign in the front yard.   
 
July 27, 2009 – IHPC staff requested the Office of Code Enforcement to place a Stop Work Order on the 

house.  This was done same day.   
 
January 13, 2010 – IHPC staff filed a Request to File a Complaint with the City Prosecutor, due to the 

owners lack of response to above-mentioned enforcement actions.   
 
April 29, 2010 – Owner submitted application to IHPC requesting to retain siding installed not in 

compliance with previously issued COA.   
 
June 2010 – Owner requested to continue case to July 2010 to allow more time to send out legal notice. 
 
July 2010 – Owner requested to continue case to August 2010 to allow time to meet with the neighborhood 

association.  
 
July 16, 2010- Owner requested to amend his application to include retention of windows installed not in 

compliance with previously issued COA.   
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COA’S ISSUED TO THIS APPLICANT PREVIOUSLY – NOTE NONE OF THE STIPULATIONS 
WERE SIGNED OFF ON BY STAFF 
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Front Elevation – August 2004  

 
 

 
Remonstrance letter from neighbor to the south at 1815 N Alabama
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West/Front Elevation – October 2004       West/Front Elevation – September 2008 

   
West/Front Elevation – February 2009       West/Front Elevation – July 2009  
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East/Rear Façade – October 2004       East Rear Façade – September 2008  

   
East/Rear Façade – February 2009       East/Rear Façade – July 2009 
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South Elevation – October 2004       South Elevation – February 2009 

 
South Elevation – July 2009 
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North Elevation – September 2008        North Elevation – November 2008  
 

    
North Elevation – February 2009        North Elevation – July 2009  


