Landmarks Board
City of Springfield
Meeting will be held at
Historic City Hall
830 Boonville Avenue
March 9, 2022
5:30 p.m.
Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair)
At-Large Representative
Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair)
Architect Representative

I

Roll Call

II

Minutes
February 9, 2022

III

Unfinished Business
A. Certificate of Appropriateness
B. Certified Local Government Review (none)
C. Pre-Application Review (none)

IV

New Business
A. Certificates of Appropriateness
a. 237 S. Florence – Construct elevator addition
b. 920 E. Walnut – Rehab structure post-fire
B. Certified Local Government Review (none)
C. Pre-Application Review (none)
D. Local Historic Site Nomination Review
a. Historic Site nomination for 836 South Delaware Avenue

V

Communications

VI

Reports
A. Report on committees (none)
B. Application (none)
C. Demolition
D. Historic Sites and Districts
a. Jefferson Avenue Footbridge
b. Potential Local Nominations
c. Discussion on Preservation of Historic Building Signage
E. Communications (none)
F. Awards and Recognition
G. Design Guidelines

Paul Lewis
Historian Representative
Jan Preston
Real Estate Representative
Kent Brown
Mid-Town Representative
John Hawkins
Walnut Street Representative
Adam Letterman
At-Large Representative
Bryan Lenox
At-Large Representative
Vacant
Commercial Street
Representative

H. Administrative approval of C of A’s
VII

Any other matters that fall under the jurisdiction of the Board

VIII

Adjournment

Note: In accordance with ADA guidelines, if you need special accommodations when attending any City
meeting, please notify the City Clerk’s office at 864-1443 at least 3 days prior to the scheduled meeting.

MINUTES OF THE LANDMARKS BOARD
DATE: February 9, 2022
TIME: 5:30pm
The meeting and public hearing of the Landmarks Board was held on the above date and time via zoom and in person in the
2 West Conference Room, Busch Building.
Staff members: Michael Sparlin, Senior Planner and Kyle Tolbert, Assistant Attorney.
ROLL CALL:
Landmarks Board members: Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair), Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman, John
Hawkins, Jan Preston, and Bryan Lenox. Absent: Kent Brown.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Minutes of January 12, 2022, were approved.
NEW BUSINESS:
Certificate of Appropriateness:
Board Action:
Bryan Lenox motioned to remove Certificate of Appropriateness of 300-308 West Commercial Street from the table (January
12, 2022, meeting). Jan Preston seconded. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair), Layne Hunton
(Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman, Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and John Hawkins. Nays: None. Abstain: None.
Absent: Kent Brown.
300-308 West Commercial Street – Eric Albers representing the owner and want to improve the decorative nature of the
building by painting (red lime wash/paint) the brick façade, He states there is a not of variety to the existing paint and
unsightly colors and would like to repaint these areas with a breathable paint. Noted the areas of concern with the existing
façade treatment. Also, adding a mural to the east side which would give this area new life and a destination mural for
Commercial Street. The awnings on the front with signage are sustainable system similar to fabric. Looking do some noninvasive with the eyebrow mural panels and flower boxes on the upper story of the building to help add more architecture to
the building.
Mr. Layne Hunton asked about the red lime wash on the façade.
Mr. Albers noted that it is part of the color scheme and will remove paint that is flaking.
Ms. Kaitlyn McConnell opened the public hearing.
Mr. Paden Chambers 1643 E. Lombard, stated he served on the Board, noted several concerns that are not supported by the
newly adopted Commercial Street Design Guidelines - one is not to obscure the original façade, when possible, respect the
original characters and do not copy or create decorative elements to be applied to buildings. The building was constructed in
1909 and has a lot of decorative features, including the stone heads on the upper floor, and creating a false since of history
is not recommended by the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Putting the arch heads over existing windows
does not make sense and understand that this is noninvasive, but he has concerns that if this was approve, it puts into
question why we adopted the Design Guidelines in the first place. The district pays for regular landscaping and have
concerns placing false decorative flowers/planters on the building. With regard to the proposed mural – some Board
members will recall a mural that was approve a few years ago, thinks that that mural was done well and took into account the
narrowness of the alley. The proposal mural is large, and the alley is approximately 15’ wide and you will only be able to see
a small portion (north/south ends) and concerned may be lost. Commercial Street and the City put a survey looked into
public artwork and how this piece of artwork relates to the survey.
Ms. Kaitlyn McConnell closed the public hearing.
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Mr. Layne Hunton states that the red lime wash is appropriate and has been done in the past. The awnings fit with the
recommendations of the Commercial Street Design Guidelines. We have denied flower boxes in the past. Echoing Paden’s
comments this does not make sense architecturally or historically and the way the building was built. Believes the color
scheme (top of building) looks good, but due to past decisions cannot get behind the decision for those changes. As for the
mural, he states he’s concerned that the intricate brickwork would be lost and is worthy of more discussion.
Ms. McConnell agrees with Layne’s opinion and asks how murals are handled and asks if it’s the Board’s discretion.
Mr. Sparlin noted that paint is discouraged on unpainted brick, but the mural has been an interesting issue for the Board,
because it is there to enhance the district, but the other concern is the breathability of the paint. The mural that the Board
approved was much smaller and contained and the Board has expressed concern that some murals could obscure
architectural detail of the building. It is the Board’s discretion
Ms. McConnell asked about voting on these alterations separately for the Certificate of Appropriateness.
Mr. Sparlin noted that the Landmarks Board can vote separately on the proposed alterations.
Mr. Tolbert noted that the code allows the Board to add specific conditions to the approval.
Ms. McConnell asked about mineral paint and its breathability.
Mr. Albers noted that it is a type of paint that allows the brick to be breathable.
Mr. Bryan Lennox likes the rendering of the drawings, but we are here to preserve the historic nature of the building and what
agrees with Layne on all of his points and the mural looks great but this building has intricate brickwork and could it be done
in a different way that brings to brickwork out.
Mr. Paul Lewis noted that he agrees with the other board members and his problem is with the mural based on historical
elements and agrees that you won’t get the full perspective of the mural.
Mr. Hunton states if there was proposed mural that fit within the “bays” in between the brick is proud or somewhere limited
where the building is the focus that would be better.
Ms. McConnell noted that the mural detracts from the historical value of the building in that you lose the brickyard and
competes with the street.
Ms. McConnell talked about breaking up the actions/motions on each element.
Board Action #1: Motion Failed
John Hawkins motioned to approve the Mural on the Certificate of Appropriateness (300-308 West Commercial Street). Jan
Preston Lenox seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: None. Nays: Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair), Layne
Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman, Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and John Hawkins. Abstain: None. Absent:
Kent Brown.
Board Action #2: Motion Approved
John Hawkins motioned to approve the Awnings on the Certificate of Appropriateness (300-308 West Commercial Street).
Bryan Lenox seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair), Layne Hunton (ViceChair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman, Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and John Hawkins. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent:
Kent Brown.
Board Action #3: Motion Failed
John Hawkins motioned to approve the Eyebrow Mural Panels and Flower Boxes on the Certificate of Appropriateness
(300-308 West Commercial Street). Jan Preston seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: None. Nays:
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Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair), Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman, Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and John
Hawkins. Abstain: None. Absent: Kent Brown.
Board Action #4: Motion Passed
Layne Hunton motioned to approve the Red Lime Wash (north and west sides) on the Certificate of Appropriateness (300308 West Commercial Street). Bryan Lenox seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Kaitlyn McConnell
(Chair), Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman, Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and John Hawkins. Nays:
None. Abstain: None. Absent: Kent Brown.
Board Action #5: Motion Failed
John Hawkins motioned to approve the Painting on Front Façade of the Decorative Brick (top of building) on the
Certificate of Appropriateness (300-308 West Commercial Street). Jan Preston seconded the motion. The motion carried as
follows: Ayes: Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair) and Jan Preston. Nays: Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman,
Bryan Lenox, and John Hawkins. Abstain: None. Absent: Kent Brown.
Board Action #6: Motion Approved
Layne Hunton motioned to approve the Painting on Lower North Face of Building (previously painted) on the Certificate of
Appropriateness (300-308 West Commercial Street). John Hawkins seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows:
Ayes Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair), Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman, Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and
John Hawkins. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Kent Brown.
Mr. Kyle Tolbert suggests clarifying the Certificate of Appropriateness to show a vote subject to the previous motions.
John Hawkins motioned to approve the Certificate of Appropriateness as to elements that the Landmarks Board has
approved at this meeting on the Certificate of Appropriateness (300-308 West Commercial Street). Adam Letterman
seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair), Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul
Lewis, Adam Letterman, Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and John Hawkins. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Kent Brown.
Local Historic Site Nomination Review:
836 South Delaware Avenue – Mr. Michael Sparlin noted that they are working on getting more information on the
nomination and asked to be postponed for the March 9, 2022, meeting.
Board Action:
Bryan Lenox motioned to postpone the Historic Site Nomination (836 South Delaware). Jan Preston seconded the motion.
The motion carried as follows: Ayes Kaitlyn McConnell (Chair), Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis, Adam Letterman,
Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and John Hawkins. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Kent Brown.
COMMUNICATIONS: Mr. Michael Sparlin noted that he had received a call from the owners of 920 E. Walnut Street and
they are planning on to renovate (fire destruction) and will apply with the Board in a few months.
Ms. Kaitlyn McConnell left the meeting and Layne Hunton will be presiding.
REPORTS:
Report on Committees: None
Application: None
Demolition: None
Historic Site and Districts
Jefferson Avenue Footbridge: Mr. John Hawkins drafted a letter for City Council and gave a draft for the Landmarks Board
members to review.
Landmarks Board members expressed their approval of the letter.
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Board Action:
Bryan Lenox motioned to approve the Letter to the City Council (Jefferson Avenue Footbridge) and forward to the City
Council. Jan Preston seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes Layne Hunton (Vice-Chair), Paul Lewis,
Adam Letterman, Jan Preston, Bryan Lenox, and John Hawkins. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Kent Brown.
Potential Local Nomination: None
Administrative approval of C of A’s: None
Any other matters that fall under the jurisdiction of the Board: Mr. Paul Lewis expressed his concern for demolition of
building 50+ noting the demolition of the residence of Sunshine/National.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:30pm.

_________________________________________________
Michael Sparlin, Senior Planner
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LANDMARKS board
Staff Report
LANDMARKS BOARD PUBLIC HEARING:

MARCH 9, 2022
CASE: Certificate of Appropriateness
DESIGNATION: Historic Site – McDaniel School
LOCATION: 237 South Florence Avenue
APPLICANT: Springfield Little Theatre
STAFF: Michael Sparlin, 417-864-1091

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL:
1. Construct a four-story building addition for a new elevator for internal accessibility.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The Landmarks Board must determine whether the historic features or character of the building will be compromised with
this proposal.
FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
1. The National Park Service (NPS) Preservation Brief #32 regarding historic properties accessibility states that the
goal in selecting appropriate solutions for specific historic properties is to provide a high level of accessibility without
compromising significant features or the overall character of the property.
2. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation Guidelines state that particular care must be taken not to
obscure, damage, or destroy character-defining materials or features in the process of undertaking work to meet
code and energy requirements
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APPLICANT’S DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL:
A 4-story building addition for new elevator for internal accessibility to all parts of the building. The project will also
have an access overhead door to the stage level from the exterior west side of the building. New exit egress door on
north side of building is proposed.
STAFF COMMENTS:
1. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation recommend retaining and protecting the materials and
features that convey a property's historical significance. Thus, when new features are incorporated for accessibility,
historic materials and features should be retained whenever possible. Accessibility modifications should be in scale
with the historic property, visually compatible, and, whenever possible, reversible. Reversible means that if the new
feature were removed at a later date, the essential form and integrity of the property would be unimpaired. The
design of new features should also be differentiated from the design of the historic property so that the evolution of
the property is evident.
2. Preservation Brief #32 states that new additions are constructed specifically to incorporate modern amenities such
as elevators to historic properties. The new addition has the potential to change a historic property's appearance
and destroy significant building and landscape features. Thus, all new additions should be compatible with the size,
scale, and proportions of historic features and materials that characterize a property.
3. Preservation Brief #32 recommends that new additions should be carefully located to minimize connection points
with the historic building, such that if the addition were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of
the building would remain intact.
4. The proposed elevator addition is located to provide internal access to the entire building. It is also located on the
side elevation reducing the additions visibility from the primary façade. Staff believes that this proposal has taken
consideration of the combability with the size, scale, and proportions, however, portions of the historic structure are
proposed to be selectively demoed to make the connection to the building’s levels.
5. All proposed work is required to receive a building permit to be issued by Building Development Services. All other
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and Building Code shall apply.

DESIGN GUIDELINES AND STANDARDS
DESIGN GUIDELINES
No specific design guidelines have been established by ordinance for historic sites.
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION:
The following standards would apply to this proposed alteration:
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial
relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible
with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and
its environment.
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10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the
future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

PRESERVATION BRIEF #32 (https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/32-accessibility.htm):
Considering a New Addition as an Accessibility Solution
Many new additions are constructed specifically to incorporate modern amenities such as elevators, restrooms, fire stairs,
and new mechanical equipment. These new additions often create opportunities to incorporate access for people with
disabilities. It may be possible, for example, to create an accessible entrance, path to public levels via a ramp, lift, or
elevator. However, a new addition has the potential to change a historic property's appearance and destroy significant
building and landscape features. Thus, all new additions should be compatible with the size, scale, and proportions of
historic features and materials that characterize a property.
New additions should be carefully located to minimize connection points with the historic building, such that if the addition
were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the building would remain intact. On the other hand, new
additions should also be conveniently located near parking that is connected to an accessible route for people with
disabilities. As new additions are incorporated, care should be taken to protect significant landscape features and
archeological resources. Finally, the design for any new addition should be differentiated from the historic design so that the
property's evolution over time is clear. New additions frequently make it possible to increase accessibility, while
simultaneously reducing the level of change to historic features, materials, and spaces.
ZONING ORDINANCE:
In addition, the Springfield Zoning Ordinance states:
The Board has the authority to approve or disapprove the proposed application. A building permit will be issued to the
applicant, even if the Board denies the application, sixty (60) days from the date of the application for the demolition permit.
In the event the Landmarks Board concludes that the request, if granted, will have a detrimental effect upon the Historic
Landmarks or Historic District or any adverse effect on an historical or architectural resource, then the Landmarks Board
shall Deny the request for a certificate.
ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE OF PROPERTY:
The structure was listed on the Springfield Historic Register as a Historic Site on February 17, 1987.
The two-story brick structure has hip dormers on all wall faces except those on the façade. The dormers have
splayed walls covered with butt shingle and single multi-light fixed sash window openings. At the corners of the
building are limestone projecting quoins. There is a double door entry with a carved limestone pedimented
surround with heavily moulded ogee surround. Under the cornice frieze is a large limestone surface with “McDaniel
School” carved on the face.
The school was built in 1908 for a cost of $21,500. It was named for Joseph McDaniel, pioneer businessman,
member of the McElhaney, Haggard & Mercantile Co. and President of the National Greene County Bank.

LANDMARKS board
Staff Report
LANDMARKS BOARD PUBLIC HEARING:

MARCH 9, 2022
CASE: Certificate of Appropriateness
DESIGNATION: Walnut Street Urban
Conservation District - West
LOCATION: 920 East Walnut Street
APPLICANT: Brandon Dickman
STAFF: Michael Sparlin, 417-864-1091

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL:
1. Rehabilitate the historic structure from fire damage
RECOMMENDATION:
1. Staff recommends approval.
FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
1. The house at 920 East Walnut Street is a contributing structure in the District. The structure sustained a fire on
December 1, 2021.
2. The proposal to reconstruct the roof line and dormers are consistent with the Standard’s recommendation to match the
material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities.
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APPLICANT’S DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL:
Repair roof section where the fire damage occurred
Repair broken windows
Repair gutters where fire damage occurred
Replace shingles
Replace vinyl siding with wood siding on dormers and on front gable, above roof line
Repair soffit corbel brackets, to what is existing
Paint siding
STAFF COMMENTS:
1. The applicant intends to reconstruct the roof line and dormers as they were pre-fire. This is consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards which recommends that material should match the material being replaced in
composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities.
2. All other work to the windows, corbels, and gutters appear to be consistent with the Standards.
3. Due to the urgent nature of the rehabilitation, elevation drawing are not able to be provided. Additional testimony
from the applicant accepted.
4. All proposed work is required to receive a building permit to be issued by Building Development Services. All other
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and Building Code shall apply.
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DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES:
WALNUT STREET DESIGN GUIDELINES:
The Applicant Should Consider:
1. Retaining all original windows in place.
2. Repairing the original window or, if not feasible,
3. Replacing the window in kind, recognizing the importance of sash type, size,
muntins, mullions, and glass.
4. Using interior or exterior storm windows that match size, meeting rails, and heads
of the original windows.
5. Using clear glass.
6. Installing “greenhouse” windows and skylights on side and rear elevations.
The Applicant Should Avoid:
1. Altering the size or type of windows.
2. Changing the location of windows;
3. Partially or wholly blocking existing windows.
4. Using glass that isn’t clear unless colored or stained glass is historically
documented or appropriate.
5. Installing “greenhouse” windows and skylights on principal elevations.
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION:
The following standards would apply to this proposed alteration:
The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its environment shall not be destroyed.
The removal or alteration of any historic material or distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible.
ZONING ORDINANCE:
In addition, General Ordinance No. 3549 & 3560, which created the Walnut Street Urban Conservation District states:
In the event the Board concludes that the request, if granted, will have a detrimental effect upon the Urban Conservation
District (UCD) or any adverse effect on an historical or architectural resource, then the Board shall deny the request for a
certificate.
ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE OF PROPERTY:

920 E Walnut StreetExterior Restoration Plan
Exhibit A) Basic Information about the Property
i.
ii.

History
Current Condition
a. Evaluation
b. Timeline

Exhibit B) Proposed Plan; Detailing work to be completed; Photos
iii.

Proposed Plan

iv.

a. Front Elevation [North]
Roof & Gable Area
Windows
b. Side Elevation [East]
Roof & Dormer Area
Windows
c. Rear Elevation [South]
Roof & Dormer Area
Windows
d. Side Elevation [West]
Roof & Dormer Area
Windows
Photos
Current Condition & Repairs Notated
a.
b.
c.
d.

Front [North] Photo
East Side Photo
West Side Photo
Rear [South] Photo

Post-Repair ‘rendering’
a. Front [North], Pre-fire Photo
b. Rear [South], Pre-fire Photo
Exhibit C) How the property proposed plan conforms to the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

How the proposed project is conforming to Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
How the proposed project is conforming to Walnut Street Design Guidelines
How the proposed project is conforming to new construction guidelines
How the proposed project is conforming to demolition guidelines
How the proposed project is conforming to archeological resources conditions
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Exhibit A) Basic Information about the Property

i)

Property History
920 East Walnut Street; built 1911-1912 by Gaylord Douglas, farm loan broker, in the cataloguebuilder-foursquare style. Two story house with high pitch hip roof, facade gabled wall dormer, and
gable dormers on the three remaining roof faces. The walls are constructed of cast stone. There is a
band of smooth faced blocks interrupting the rough textured blocks used for the wall surfaces. The
frieze is banded and coursed, made up of smooth dressed and moulded blocks. There are
modillions beneath the broad eaves on the house and inside the pediment of the facade gabled
wall dormer. The cornice is broken at the dormer, 'though the elaborate dentil patterned cornice
and moulded frieze is continuous. The porch fills the facade supported on round limestone columns
with square rough faced capitals. The porch floor is of hexagonal tilework and the ceiling is
decorative pressed metal. There are steps at the street with a parapet wall mounted with carved
limestone spheres set at intervals. The house retains its original character. [- Historic District
Nomination]

ii)

Current Condition
On The Springfield Fire Department announced the fire at a historic apartment building on Walnut
Street on Wednesday afternoon was the result of issues with the electrical wiring.
“The cause of the Wednesday evening fire at 920 E. Walnut has been determined to be accidental,”
a release from the Springfield Fire Department said, “with the origin of the fire occurring in the
electrical wiring in an apartment on the first floor.” [NewsLeader]
The fire damage seems to have been contained primarily to the rear [South] and side [west] of the
structure. Both areas will need attention and repair.
The East Side and Front [North] seems to have little fire damage and will require minimal repair.

a) Evaluation
All Others areas around the structure are already established and have not been affected by the
fire damage to the structure, which include: Fencing, Lighting, Parking area, Side yards, Rear yard,
Front yard.
Additionally this project will not require any Additions or Square foot to be added.
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b) Timeline
The Proposed timeline is 1 year from approval of BDS Remodel Permit
This is based on factors primarily due to Covid-19 related issues such as:
a) Slower supply chains for materials- As an Example, standard windows could be purchased in
local hardware stores the same day, custom windows would typically require 3-4 weeks of lead
time. Currently the local stores are experience 6-7 months before a custom window could be
delivered, with this being a ‘rough estimate and not guaranteed.’
b) Workforce labor shortages- many trades in construction are experiencing labor shortages and
some of their full time employees have still yet to return to work. They are also experiencing
Covid-19 illness throughout their staff.
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Exhibit B) Proposed Plan; Detailing work to be completed; Photos

iii.

Proposed Plan
The proposed plan is to reconstruct the roof line and dormers as they were, pre fire. In addition the
proposed plan is to repair the existing windows with new glass and repair existing frames where
necessary. If the Window is in disrepair, it shall be replaced with a wooden window sash with
aluminum exterior cladding.

The Following property areas were not affected by the fire.
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓

Concrete Foundation
Cast Stone Façade
Front and Rear Concrete Steps
Front and Rear Porch
Front Yard
Side Yards
Rear Yard
Parking Area
Front and Rear Trees
Exterior Doors
Chimney’s
Fencing
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a) Front Elevation [North]
Roof & Gable Area
Remove the existing fire-damaged vinyl side in the gable [above roof line] and
Replace it with wood beveled cut clapboard siding.
The existing corbel eve brackets and top dental band will be repaired and replaced where necessary to
match existing wood corbel eve brackets. This is just primarily at the peak of the existing front gable.
Replace the existing aluminum gutters where necessary, with new aluminum gutters and downspouts
accordingly.
Install new roof shingles
Windows
Repair the existing windows with new glass and repair existing frames where necessary. If the Window
is in disrepair, it shall be replaced with a wooden window sash with aluminum exterior cladding.

b) Side Elevation [East]
Roof & Dormer Area
Remove the existing fire-damaged vinyl side on the existing dormer [above roof line] and
Repair the wood beveled cut clapboard siding.
The existing corbel eve brackets and top dental band will be repaired and replaced where necessary to
match existing corbel eve brackets wood brackets.
Replace the existing aluminum gutters where necessary, with new aluminum gutters and downspouts
accordingly.
Install new roof shingles
Windows
Repair the existing windows with new glass and repair existing frames where necessary. If the Window
is in disrepair, it shall be replaced with a wooden window sash with aluminum exterior cladding.
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c) Rear Elevation [South]
Roof & Dormer Area
Remove the existing fire-damaged vinyl side on the existing dormer [above roof line] and
Repair the wood beveled cut clapboard siding.
Rebuild the fire damaged areas of the existing dormer and roof. The rebuild will follow along and
connect to the existing and established roof pitch and ridge.
The existing corbel eve brackets and top dental band will be repaired and replaced where necessary to
match existing corbel eve brackets wood brackets.
Replace the existing aluminum gutters where necessary, with new aluminum gutters and downspouts
accordingly.
Install new roof shingles
Windows
Repair the existing windows with new glass and repair existing frames where necessary. If the Window
is in disrepair, it shall be replaced with a wooden window sash with aluminum exterior cladding.

d) Side Elevation [West]
Roof & Dormer Area
Remove the existing fire-damaged vinyl side on the existing dormer [above roof line] and
Repair the wood beveled cut clapboard siding.
Rebuild the fire damaged areas of the existing dormer and roof. The rebuild will follow along and
connect to the existing and established roof pitch and ridge.
The existing corbel eve brackets and top dental band will be repaired and replaced where necessary to
match existing corbel eve brackets wood brackets.
Replace the existing aluminum gutters where necessary, with new aluminum gutters and downspouts
accordingly.
Install new roof shingles

Windows
Repair the existing windows with new glass and repair existing frames where necessary. If the Window
is in disrepair, it shall be replaced with a wooden window sash with aluminum exterior cladding.
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iv.

Photos- Current Condition & Repairs Notated

a) Front [North]- Repairs Notated
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b) East Side- Repairs Notated

Page 8 of 14

c. West Side- Repairs Notated
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d. Rear [South] - Repairs Notated
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Post-Repair ‘Rendering’
a. Front [North]- This is a Photo of the PRE-FIRE Condition, which is what the Post repairs
will bear resemblance to
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b. Rear [South]- This is a Photo of the PRE-FIRE Condition, which is what the Post repairs
will bear resemblance to
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Exhibit C) How the property proposed plan conforms to the Interior’s Standards
for Rehabilitation
a. How the proposed project is conforming to Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation

Original Historic Purpose of the property
The historic purpose of this property was built as a residential dwelling unit.
Under the proposed plan the property will be utilized a residential dwelling unit.

Historic Character of the property
The historic character has been defined as: “catalogue-builder-foursquare style. Two story
house with high pitch hip roof, facade gabled wall dormer, and gable dormers on the three
remaining roof faces. The walls are constructed of cast stone. There is a band of smooth faced
blocks interrupting the rough textured blocks used for the wall surfaces. The frieze is banded
and coursed, made up of smooth dressed and moulded blocks. There are modillions beneath
the broad eaves on the house and inside the pediment of the facade gabled wall dormer. The
cornice is broken at the dormer, 'though the elaborate dentil patterned cornice and moulded
frieze is continuous. The porch fills the facade supported on round limestone columns with
square rough faced capitals. The porch floor is of hexagonal tilework and the ceiling is
decorative pressed metal. There are steps at the street with a parapet wall mounted with
carved limestone spheres set at intervals. The house retains its original character.” [- Historic
District Nomination]
Under the proposed plan, the property’s characteristics are reflecting of the original historic
characteristics because the plan is to rebuild the damaged area[s] to the same specifications
based on what was original. The remaining unaffected areas of the property will be maintained
and repaired as required, over time.
There are not additions or adding of square feet of living area, under this proposed plan.
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b. How the proposed project is conforming to Walnut Street Design Guidelines

Under the proposed plan, the property’s characteristics is reflecting of the original historic
characteristics because the plan is to rebuild the damaged area[s] to the same specifications
based on what was original. The remaining unaffected areas of the property will be maintained
and repaired, as required, over time.
Under the proposed plan, the existing fire-damaged vinyl siding is to be removed on the
existing dormer [above roof line] and repaired with wood beveled cut, clapboard siding, thus
meeting the Walnut Street Design Guidlines.
Under the proposed plan, the fire damaged areas on the existing dormers and roof is to be
removed and rebuilt with the same contour of the pre-fire roof line and ridge. These repairs
follow along and connect to the existing and established roof pitch and ridge, thus meeting the
Walnut Street Design Guidlines.
Under the proposed plan, the existing corbel eve brackets and top dental band are to be
repaired and replaced where necessary to match existing corbel eve brackets wood brackets,
thus meeting the Walnut Street Design Guidlines.
Under the proposed plan, the existing aluminum gutters are to be repaired where necessary,
with new aluminum gutters and downspouts accordingly, thus meeting the Walnut Street
Design Guidlines.
Under the proposed plan, the roof is to be replaced with asphalt shingles, thus meeting the
Walnut Street Design Guidlines.
Under the proposed plan, the existing windows are to be repaired with new glass and repair of
the existing frames, where necessary. If the Window is in disrepair, it shall be replaced with a
wooden window sash with aluminum exterior cladding, thus meeting the Walnut Street Design
Guidlines.

c. How the proposed project is conforming to new construction guidelines
Under the proposed plan, there is not any new construction required.

d. How the proposed project is conforming to demolition guidelines
Under the proposed plan, there is not any removal of the structure required.

e. How the proposed project is conforming to archeological resources conditions
Under the proposed plan, there is not any archeological resources required.
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2.
The houses at 836 and 836 ½ S. Delaware were originally owned by the Calhoun family and
stayed in that family for roughly 110 years. Alexander and Susie Calhoun married in 1877 and moved to
Springfield from Delaware and Missouri, respectively. Alexander owned Calhoun Buggy and Implement
Company, located in downtown Springfield. He is described in one article as “a pioneer implement
dealer of Springfield.” The earliest record linking Alexander to the house on Delaware comes from an
1889 phone directory (see attached). The area being farmland at the time, the house was listed as being
“2d s of Madison.” The city would later develop Delaware street and assign the house its current
address.
It should also be noted that the Calhouns started with 25 acres of farmland, for which Alexander
paid taxes as early as 1894. In the 1900 census, Alexander listed himself as head of household with six
children on site and, interestingly enough, a “farmer.” As time progresses, one can see through tax
records and maps that the Calhouns sold off more and more of the property until it shrunk to its present
size. The cause of this was the growth of the Rountree neighborhood. This happened largely in the
second and third decades of the 20th century.
The Calhouns used their house as a social center for the community. There are blurbs from the
local newspaper announcing family visits, anniversary parties, etc. Perhaps more relevant, the house
also served as a meeting area for the Pickwick Sewing Club and Springfield Little Theatre (see attached).
Later, after Alexander’s and Susie’s deaths, the house was willed to their niece, Ms. Margaret “Maggie”
Crighton. Maggie was an interesting and notable figure in her own right. She served as head librarian at
Southwest Missouri State college (now MSU) for thirty years. She also hosted various gatherings at 836
S. Delaware, including informal groups of students, meetings for the sorority Sigma Sigma Sigma. and
groups of professors.
As an aside, while I don’t have the documentation to prove this, I wonder if Calhoun Street in
Springfield is in any way linked to this particular Calhoun family. Being a pioneer and prominent family
of the time, it seems probable.

8.
836 S. Delaware features both a large two-story farmhouse and a smaller split-level carriage
house (836 ½). Perhaps the main feature of the Craftsman style farmhouse is the Carthage limestone. It
lines the large overhanging front porch, which is also a characteristic of the Craftsman style popularized
in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Furthermore, there is a breezeway built onto the second floor
on the backside of the house.
There is documentation stating that 828 and 842 S. Delaware were also owned by the Calhoun
family until late 1960s. What makes this notable is that these four structures are some of the very few
masonry houses in Rountree between Grand and Cherry.
The floor plan in the farmhouse is classically Victorian. There is a large foyer, large front rooms
for entertaining, a Spartan kitchen, impressively large pocket doors that close off the dining room and
kitchen, one bathroom on the second floor, and a large landing on the second floor. In other words, the
house features large common spaces and small private spaces – a house perfectly suited for
entertaining.

