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COA # 
2010-COA-169 

(HMP) 
 

 

INDIANAPOLIS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

Hearing Date 
JUNE 2, 2010 

 
 

NEW CASE 
 
 

 

2001 N. DELAWARE ST. 
HERRON-MORTON PLACE  

Applicant 
mailing address:  

RHINO SHIELD FOR LAWRENCE MARK 
748 Massachusetts Avenue 
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Owner: Lawrence Mark 
2001 N. Delaware St. 
Indianapolis, IN 46202

Center Twp.  
Council District 15    
Doris Minton-McNeill 

CASE 

IHPC COA: 2010-COA-169 (HMP)  Application of a ceramic coating system to an historic house. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Denial 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 

Background of the Property 
The house was constructed between 1896 and 1898.  It is a 2 ½ story single family Queen Anne residence 
located at the northeast corner of 20th and Delaware Streets.  It features a gable roof with a divided lite 
double-hung window flanked by quarter-round windows, a decorative masonry chimney, decorative brackets 
and dentil detailing.   
 
Existing Siding 
The house is clad with wood clapboard siding.  Staff has inspected the siding and it appears to be in good 
condition.  There is no record that the siding has been replaced or repaired since Herron-Morton Place was 
designated in 1986.  The paint on the house today appears to be in fair condition.  There is some peeling and 
flaking in the front gable and visible on fascia boards and other trim work.   Since painting is exempt in 
Herron-Morton Place, we have no record of when it was painted last.  The applicant is asking to cover the 
exterior of the building in a ceramic coating system called “Rhino Shield.”   
 
IHPC Policy about Permanent Coating Systems 
Permanent coatings first came to staff’s attention when one of these products was being used on a historic 
property in 1999.  Staff researched the products at that time and developed a policy.  The commission 
expressed agreement with the policy when staff presented it to them at a pre-meeting.  Staff then published 
the policy in the December 1999 issue of “This Old Column” (copy attached to this report), which was 
distributed to historic neighborhood associations.  
 
In addition to the concerns raised in “This Old Column,” others include: 
• Lack of reversibility and the long-term effects on coated items* 
• Inability to repaint with conventional paint at a later date* 
• Loss of architectural detailing and crisp shadow lines.  Product literature claims that, when properly 

applied, the resulting coat is ten times thicker than a coating of conventional paint* 
* The applicant’s submission refutes these concerns as included in this report below. 
 
 

taskin
Text Box
Video http://indianapolis.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=39&clip_id=4284
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2003 IHPC Decision Denying the Product “Liquid Siding” 
In 2003, this Commission reviewed a request at 623 E. St. Clair Street to coat a house in a product called, 
“Liquid Siding.”  The request was denied based on 9 points including some of the following concerns: 

• Removing paint and finishes down to a bare surface can permanently damage the surface.   
• The use of these products appears to result in a permanent alteration to the material on which the 

product is applied.   
• Permanent coatings are not immune to failures such as peeling, bubbling and surface imperfections. 
• Proper application of the product requires all joints, cracks and seams between lapboards, trim pieces, 

etc. to be sealed with a special caulk limiting the historic buildings air movement or ability to 
“breathe.”  The movement of air through the many minute cracks of an historic building is crucial for 
the proper escape of naturally occurring moisture.  Sealing these openings would result in trapped 
moisture, which in turn could result in damage and/or mold problems. 

• Proper installation requires techniques like spraying and painting only the front surface of trim 
pieces.  These techniques are not characteristic of historic painting techniques and add to a flat 
appearance. 

• Once applied, this material appears to be more difficult to “re-coat” if another color is desired. 
• The product appears to require more care to repair or re-coat than traditional paint.   
• The thickness of the product is equal to that of a credit card, dulling the crispness of the existing 

details and reveals.   
 
The Rhino Shield Product 
The applicant states: 
“Rhino Shield is a water-based (latex) paint that has eliminated all of the non functional fillers common in 
less expensive, less effective paints.  This formulation uses only the highest quality additives – 100% acrylic 
resin, titanium dioxide, and 3M ceramic microspheres.  The product is 57% solids by weight.  Many retail 
paint companies are now offering ceramics as an additive for their paints to improve the performance.   
The uniqueness of Rhinoshield is in its permeability.  It is highly resistant to water penetration yet vapor and 
gasses are allowed to escape.   Houses are allowed to breathe reducing moisture and/or mold issues.  
Rhinoshield has been tested by BASF labs verifying this unique property.” 
 
The Rhino Shield corporate web site describes the product as: 
“a durable, flexible maintenance free wall coating.  It is a high build acrylic-urethane-elastomeric formula 
that waterproofs, insulates, and soundproofs.  Innovative technology combines elastomeric acrylic resins 
with urethane resins resulting in a flexible but tough surface.  This thick rubber-like membrane actually 
becomes part of the substrate due to excellent adhesion and bonding.  Rhino-Shield Ceramic Coating offers 
superior mildew resistance, corrosion resistance, and ultra-violet ray reflectivity.  This insulating, industrial, 
maintenance-free coating is long lasting.   
 
The Rhino Shield website notes a 12 step preparation and application process as follows: 

1. Thorough Inspection - this is done to determine the condition of the underlying substrates and what 
work will be needed. 

2. Trenching – a 4 to 6 inch deep trench around the foundation is dug and Rhinoshield’s exclusive 
waterproofing primer sealer is applied to assure a barrier of protection against water wicking up the 
walls and to prevent growth of algae, fungus, and decay below ground level. (The applicant states 
this step will not be performed on 2001 N Delaware as the foundation is raised and the siding is 
approximately 3 ft off the ground.)  

3. Cleaning and Washing – the entire surface is power washed.  Typically TSP and bleach is used to 
clean and kill all existing mold, mildew and fungus.  The goal is to have a clean dry surface to bond 
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to.  (The applicant indicates this is typically done at 1500 psi but could be done with a garden hose if 
necessary.  Staff typically recommends 400-600 psi or less.)  

4. Patch and Repair – All cracks, holes, chips and breaks on the home are filled and sealed.   
5. Sanding and Scraping – All loose paint on wood surfaces is removed by scraping and any remaining 

paint is sanded by hand or machine to leave a smooth surface to coat. 
6. Caulking – Once the wood surfaces have been scraped and sanded, cracks and small holes around all 

windows and door casings are filled to prevent moisture from invading the coating through these 
areas.  The website touts, “Fact” we use over a case of caulking, on average, to seal all the jointed 
surfaces on the wood.”   

7. Masking – All areas which are not to be coated are masked off. 
8. Priming – A solid coat of Rhinoshield Adhesive Primer Sealer is applied to make the finish coat stay 

on your house without cracking or peeling.   
9. Apply the Finish Coats – Two coats of the ceramic top-coat is applied.  The top-coat is sprayed at a 

rate of 100 square feet per gallon or greater to achieve the optimal mil-thickness.  Brushing or rolling 
may be required in tight areas.  (The applicant indicates the web site is incorrect and they only apply 
one coat of the finish coat.  Additionally he notes that one coat is approximately 6-8 mils in thickness 
similar to 2 coats of typical latex paint.)   

10. Detail Touch up – After the final finish coat is applied, the exterior is thoroughly detailed around 
windows, awnings, etc. 

11. Clean up job site 
12. Final Inspection – to homeowner’s satisfaction. 

 
The applicant indicates his product is different from other permanent coating systems in the following ways: 

• Rhino Shield is permeable and has been tested by BASF labs.  (The applicant explained in a 
subsequent email that, “a zero rating = non breathable.  Their primer has water repellent in its 
ingredients resulting in a low permeance (less breathable yet still breathable) and a rate of 3.2-3.9.  
The ceramic coat has a perm rating of 24-32.   This is compared to an oil base paint which ranges 
from a 14-22 and a latex paint which ranges from 20-40.”)   

• 3M ceramics is the key filler ingredient; there are no plastic or vinyl additives. 
• Rhino Shield allows a 2 coat application vs. a 3 coat application required with some other systems.  

(However this information does contradict the corporate website which indicates it is a 3-coat 
process.)  

• Rhino Shield can be removed similar to any latex paint product.  (The applicant indicates his only 
experience with removing the product is from a metal garage door, but that a typical paint stripper 
could be used.  He believes that the integrity of the wood will not be negatively affected by the 
removal of the product.)   

• Rhino Shield can be painted over with any latex paint product. (However, the applicant indicates the 
25-year warranty is void if this occurs.)  

• Architectural details can be maintained as Rhino Shield can be applied with a spray, roller or brush. 
 
Additionally, the applicant notes their product has been used by the Historic Columbus Foundation 
(Columbus, GA) on the historic building in which their offices are located (see letter attached supplied by the 
applicant).  Staff contacted the HCF executive director and learned the Rhino Shield was applied to the 
shutters and cornice of a historic masonry building in March 2010.  The product was selected because an 
area donor was willing to pay for the coating system to be applied and there were no approvals required from 
any local architectural review board.  The HCF director did indicate that they have had no problems with the 
product since application but she did experience some issues with the powerwashing aspect of the 
preparation work, in that the crew was initially using too powerful of a spray and was damaging and etching 
the wood material.  This was corrected after she stopped the work and spoke with the supervisor and crew.   
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Research  
Staff had limited success in finding 3rd party reviews of Rhino Shield or similar products.  However,  

• The Jan-April 2003 issue of “The Alliance Review,” published by the National Alliance of Historic 
Preservation Commissions, included two articles that caution against the products without significant 
testing and are attached to this report.   

• Staff contacted the Indiana Division of Historic Preservation and Archeology and found they are not 
convinced that use of this type of product conforms to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards which 
generally require reversibility of procedures that may have a negative effect on historic material for 
Historic Investment Tax Credit projects.   

• “Preservation Briefs” published by the Secretary of Interior warn against the preparation approaches 
(hydro-blasting, caulking, waterproofing masonry) of historic materials required by the permanent 
coating products.   

• Several historic organizations including the Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation and the 
Michigan State Historic Preservation Office have issued policies or statements similar to this 
commission’s recommending against the use of permanent coating products.   

• Staff sought the painting industry’s perspective on the coating product and how the industry feels 
typical paint products compare.  Professional paint staff approached in a local paint store was not 
familiar with the Rhino Shield product and could not make a comparison, however a technical 
professional at Porter Paints corporate office commented (via phone) that while he also was not 
familiar with Rhino Shield that he had some concern with applying an elastomeric product to a wood 
substrate.  He indicated he felt there would be issues with it blistering and not being flexible enough 
to accommodate wood contracting and constricting wood.   
 

Additionally, counsel provided staff information regarding a 2005 lawsuit (Amcoat Techs.,Inc. v. Sobierary) 
in the Johnson County (IN) superior court system re: Rhino Shield.  The homeowner was dissatisfied 
because the product blistered, peeled and chipped.  The contractor claimed the product was defective and the 
manufacturer claimed it was misapplied.  This case cited 6 other lawsuits in Indiana from other dissatisfied 
homeowners against Rhino Shield/Liquid Siding/Kryton/AmCoat/Ceramic Coat.  Court records indicate the 
case was dismissed in 2007 following a settlement agreement.     
 
Finally, staff conducted a visual review of nine properties in Indianapolis located in the Butler-Tarkington, 
Meridian-Kessler and Broad Ripple areas.  These properties had the product applied between 2002 and 2010.  
Staff found the product to look and feel similar to paint, with a slightly more matte or flat appearance.  There 
was no evidence of bubbling, peeling, cracking or other significant failure.   
 
Herron Morton Place Preservation Plan 
WOOD SIDING 
“It is neither necessary nor, in many cases, desirable to remove all old paint from wood.  Methods to 
accomplish total removal of paint can be damaging to the siding and should be used only with great care.  
The use of high pressure water blasting (over 600 psi), sandblasting, rotary sanding or a blow torch should 
be avoided.”   
 
“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.  Hardboard, plywood, aluminum, vinyl or other 
synthetic or unnaturally composed materials do not look, feel, wear or age like the original and therefore 
should be avoided.”   
 
MASONRY 
“Waterproof and water repellant coatings should be avoided.  They are generally not needed and can 
potentially cause serious damage to the masonry.” 
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Beyond these statements Herron-Morton’s plan, adopted in 1986, does not address permanent coatings.  
However, it is important to note that several more recent preservation plans for nearby historic districts 
specifically recommend against permanent coating systems, noting that their make-up is different than 
traditional paint and due to their recent introduction into the market their durability, resilience and 
“repairability” remains uncertain.    
 
Staff Position 
While modern paint has evolved from the kind of paint available in the 19th c., it still performs essentially the 
same way, visually and functionally.  Staff remains unconvinced that “Rhino Shield” and similar products do 
the same.  Given the product’s stated properties, it may be more akin to artificial siding that just happens to 
be sprayed on rather that nailed on.  Staff has great concerns about the potentially huge financial and 
physical costs to a historic building if the product someday fails or problems with the underlying wood arise.  
Therefore, staff continues to find the product inappropriate and recommends denial for the following 
reasons: 

1. The preparation of the home’s exterior for receiving Rhino Shield requires hydro-blasting, extensive 
caulking, and in some instances, waterproofing masonry foundations -- all approaches with historic 
materials that we routinely recommend against or require extreme caution in pursuing.   

2. The goal of the extensive preparation work is to seemingly make the building water tight.  This seems 
to be an unreasonable expectation and will likely be detrimental to the building’s ability to shed water 
that undoubtedly will find a way in.  Additionally the primer, applied directly to the prepped wood 
surface has a very low permeance rating.  While the applicant indicates this product is permeable, it 
appears the finish coat may be similarly permeable in comparison to an oil or latex paint, but with the 
adhesive primer, staff is not convinced that water won’t be trapped and cause the structural members 
to begin rotting and decaying.      

3. The product website indicates it bonds permanently to the substrate, seemingly altering the historic 
material. While the applicant indicates this is not the case, staff finds the adhesive factor of the Rhino 
Shield primer to be one of the major factors separating this product from typical paint and is not 
convinced that the product can be fully removed (primer/sealer and finish coat) without damaging the 
siding.   

4. While the product has been around in some form for several decades, it has only recently been widely 
marketed, and staff could not locate any studies documenting the long term performance and effects 
of the products applied to historic materials.   

5. Recently adopted preservation plans for two other IHPC historic districts specifically recommend 
against permanent coating products that have the following characteristics: 

a. Bonds to the historic material and cannot be removed without damage to or the removal of the 
historic material. 

b. Has a thickness greater than the ordinary exterior paint thickness of 4 mils, thereby obscuring 
architectural details, changing the visible profile, and/or limiting the vapor permeability. 

c. Requires the caulking or sealing of historic boards. 
d. Will not accept future applications of paint.   

 

STAFF RECOMMENDED MOTION 

2010-COA-169 (HMP): 
To deny a Certificate of Appropriateness for the use of a ceramic coating system on exterior siding 
and trim. 
 

Staff Reviewer:   Amy L. Bear  
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Looking north at the intersection of 20th and Delaware Streets 
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Front/West elevation – 2001 N Delaware  

 

 
South elevation – 2001 N Delaware 
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Example of some peeling and flaking of paint on front elevation  
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THE REMAINING INFORMATION & PHOTOS ARE ALL PROVIDED BY THE APPLICANT  
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Nationwide Chemical Coating is the Manufacturer of RhinoShield 
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2930 N. College with RS primer  

 

 
2930 N College with RS primer and finish coat  
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House in Crawfordsville, IN – with RS primer 

 
 

 
House in Crawfordsville – with RS primer and finish coat 
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Detail photo of house in Crawfordsville 
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House in Broad Ripple (6042 Kingsley) – with RS primer – applied 2003 

 

 
House in Broad Ripple (6042 Kingsley) – with RS primer and finish coat – finished 2003 
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Unidentified location – with RS primer – applied 2008 

 

 
Unidentified location with RS primer and finish coat – finished 2008 
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House in Clermont – with RS primer – applied 2003 

 

 
House in Clermont – with RS primer and finish coat – finished 2003 

 




