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MEETING LOCATION &
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Location:
Geneva Fire Department
Lower Level Training Room
200 East Side Drive
Geneva, IL 60134

1.

Call to Order

2.

Roll Call

3.

Approval of Meeting Minutes
January 17, 2017

4.

Review of Proposed Development Concepts
A. 22 Campbell Street
Applicant:

Time:
7:00 p.m.

Commissioners:
Scott Roy, Chairman
Steve Collins
Jim Hamilton
Al Hiller
George Salomon
Paul Zellmer
Carolyn Zinke

Staff Liaison:
Michael A. Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 2017 MEETING

Application for:

5.

CASE 2016-139
Katie and Mark Francis, Owners
Sean Gallagher, Gallagher Associates
Roof Reconstruction

B.

127 Ford Street
Applicant:
Application for:

CASE 2017-010
Frank and Stephanie Amore, Owners
Exterior Modifications including Partial
Demolition and Additions

C.

322 North Fourth Street
CASE 2017-012
Applicant:
Don Hartman / Lori Armstrong-Hartman,
Owners
Application for:
Rear Addition with Exterior Siding

Review of Building Permit Applications
A. 316 South Sixth Street
CASE 2016-140
Applicant:
Don and Lori Kwasniewski, Owners
Application for:
Exterior Modifications including Partial
Demolition and Additions
B.

C.

621 James Street
Applicant:
Application for:

CASE 2017-011
Craig A. Shodeen, Tri-City Land Management
Company, LLC
Window and Door Replacement

621 South Street
Applicant:
Application for:

CASE 2017-013
Michael and Lynn Fehr, Owners
Railing Replacement

The Historic Preservation Commission meeting is audio-recorded and summary minutes are taken
by a recording secretary.
The City of Geneva complies with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.
Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting who require accommodations in order
to allow them to observe and or participate in this meeting are required to contact the Planning
Division at 630/232.0818 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to allow the City of Geneva to
make reasonable accommodations for those persons.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MINUTES
Geneva Fire Department – Lower Level Training Room
200 East Side Drive
Geneva, Illinois 60134
January 17, 2017, 7:00 p.m.

1.

Call to Order

Chairman Roy called to order the January 17, 2017 meeting of the Geneva Historic
Preservation Commission at 7:00 p.m.
2.

Roll Call
Present HPC:

Chairman Roy, Commissioners Hamilton, Hiller, Zellmer, Zinke

Absent:

Commissioners Collins and Salomon

Staff Present:

Historic Preservation Planner Michael Lambert

Others Present: Applicants Annette & Bob Forslund, 428 Ford St., Geneva; Mr. Sean
Gallagher, Gallagher Associates, 427 Anderson Blvd., Geneva
3.

Approval of Meeting Minutes – December 20, 2016

Motion by Commissioner Hiller, seconded by Commissioner Zellmer to approve the
December 20, 2016 minutes. Motion carried by voice vote of 5-0.
4.

Review of Proposed Development Concepts

A.
428 Ford Street (Case No. 2016-138). Applicant: Annette and Bob Forslund,
Owners; Mark D. VanKerkhoff, Architect; Application for: Exterior Modifications including Porch
Reconstruction and Addition. Historic Preservation Planner Michael Lambert reported the
modifications for this home included restoration of two front porches and a new addition to the
home. The western (upright) section of the home was constructed before 1856 (occupied by
Jacob Bennett) and then by 1867 August Jennings added the one-story east wing (a worker’s
cottage) pushed up against the upright to make an Upright and Wing home. Viewing the western
elevation, Mr. Lambert pointed out on the rear elevation there was a pitched roof that looked like
an addition, but after viewing the framing, came to believe it may have been an early kitchen
encapsulated into the home, possibly around 1900. In about 1902 the front porch was added on
the upright; and around WWII the porches appeared to have been removed and the house was
raised and set on a concrete foundation.
Pictures and elevations of what the owners were trying to achieve were viewed on the
overhead. An existing floor plan was shown. Mr. Lambert stated there was a rear addition that
appeared in 1890 but was heavily remodeled around the turn of the century, then remodeled again
around 1920 with cobbled-together windows on the east side of the building. He also suggested to
the commissioners that they may want to review the addition to see if there was any historical
significance to it. Mr. Lambert stated the existing garage needed to be confirmed as historic. He
felt it was constructed in the late 1960s but it needed to be confirmed.
The applicants’ proposed addition was shown on the overhead with Mr. Lambert stating the
applicants intend to remove the rear addition and to restore the two front porches. A roof plan was
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also shown. He did note the owners were trying to incorporate green and sustainable architecture
in their home and trying to designate an area on the building that would use a solar panel field.
Lastly, Mr. Lambert reported that this project was being reviewed as part of the City’s tax
assessment freeze project. The Illinois Historic Preservation Agency (IHPA) had provided some
comments but they were still reviewing the project.
Applicant, Mr. Bob Forslund, provided some personal background information to the
commissioners and shared his and his wife’s plans for the subject property, including the return of
the porches to the home and keeping its integrity. After working with his architect, Mr. Forslund
said that he and his wife agreed on the plan that was before the commission. His vision for the
home was to tuck the home into the rear yet keep the historical upfront. He confirmed the project
was under review by the State and he hoped to receive approval from this commission and then
work with the State.
Comments from the commissioners included that it was beneficial to have the 1905
historical photograph of the home, seeing that it had not changed much over the years, and that
pursing the tax freeze was a plus. Isolating the old from the new was another plus. Commissioner
Hiller believed the home had to be made livable, given the original home was small. Per his
question about the upstairs area, Mr. Forslund described the second floor as having two rooms
and the height of the second floor being very short. Dialog between Hiller and the applicants
focused on the differentiation between the old and the new, the fact that landscaping would screen
the new portion well, and that lot coverage was being met.
Commissioner Hiller drew attention to the window just to the right of the front door which he
found interesting. Lambert agreed it was interesting but it appeared to be a double-hung and
cobbled together. Ms. Forslund also explained her difficulty envisioning the home but said that if
the kitchen had to be reduced in size, the home could be brought in a bit from the east side
because she was not sure about the dimensions that were needed. Commissioner Zellmer agreed
the roof was massive on the west side but it would not read as large because it was set back
further. Other comments the owners shared was that the lot was very deep toward the east.
Mr. Lambert discussed that he spoke with the IHPA about what their expectations were with
this home and a few other, similar historic homes. He was of the belief that the IHPA will want to
push down the roof’s ridge line. And, because the additions on these smaller homes were larger
than the original homes, the IHPA would be encouraging them as contemporary interpretations of
the historic homes. As a last comment he stated that the addition on the proposed home should
not be forward of any of the original historic wall planes.
Commissioner Zellmer discussed a stairway that flowed into the basement behind the
fireplace which the owners stated they struggled with its location. Regarding the second story,
Mr. Forslund shared that he and his wife were considering opening it up to see the second floor
(like an interior veranda) but keep the original interior’s integrity. Per Hiller’s question about
compliance of the steep steps of the staircase, Mr. Lambert explained that as long as they were
not altered in any way, they remained. He reiterated to the commissioners that the issue the IHPA
would be looking at is what were the critical features.
Commissioner Zinke appreciate the owners purchasing one of the city’s pre-Civil War
“gems” and keeping and using the home. However, she felt that the addition might overwhelm the
original house, wherein Ms. Forslund explained that her goal was to have four seasons of
landscaping to keep the newest part of the home secluded and private. Commissioner Zinke then
encouraged the owners to keep the outside decorations simple and possibly consider using more
glass in the north elevation. She recommended that the connection to the new addition have as
2
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much glass as possible to differentiate where the addition starts as well as in the location where it
“juts in”. She cited a small Federal-style home she has seen in Buford, South Carolina which
connects a new addition with the historical home using a wall of glass. Zinke said she would take
a photo of the glass wall and email it to Mr. Lambert to forward to Ms. Forslund. Because
Ms. Forslund discussed her dislike for two windows located on the north elevation she was open to
Zinke’s suggestion. However, Mr. Lambert pointed out that one of the reasons the courtyard
discussion was being discussed was that the two oldest and narrow windows were on the elevation
and could be seen clearly from Ford Street. He said he had asked the Forslunds to consider the
two windows in their design.
Continuing, Commissioner Zinke also recommended that if the all glass idea became
impractical she suggested the owners ask their architect to come up with another alternative to
differentiate the addition. Ms. Forslund offered the idea of possibly pushing the bedroom back
further. Commissioner Zellmer recommended the bedroom be pulled as far back possible to get it
behind the plane. Referring to the Ford Street elevation he also suggested that the proportions of
the bedroom on the north elevation, because they were so close to the existing house that it be
refined somewhat. Ms. Forslund was, again, open to that idea because she did not particular like it
either. Lastly, reviewing the floor plan, Zellmer discussed the interior and suggested pulling in an
area just a bit so a corner could then be exposed.
Asked for his input on this matter, Mr. Lambert stated that in dealing with the tax
assessment freeze, the primary spaces needed to be preserved, noting that in speaking with the
owners he had discussed with them that the three original spaces that made up the cottage were
the primary spaces of a workman’s cottage. He has discussed the connection to the corner with
the owners on several occasions, but the room under discussion did not have much integrity and
so the challenge was how to make the connection through the worker’s cottage into the addition
and it appeared the applicants were still trying to work through that issue.
Commissioner Zinke questioned the owners about the location of the proposed stairway
and whether it had to be placed where it was proposed, wherein Mr. Forslund stated they struggled
with its location but said the goal was to make it larger and inviting because they intended to finish
the basement. Also, Ms. Forslund said the fireplace was in its location in order to see it across the
entire house.
Going back to the glass wall and discussing what else could be done to differentiate the old
from the new, Commissioner Zellmer stated that different siding could be used, board and batten,
or something that was fitting with the style but not replicating it. Zinke said brick/masonry could be
used, Mr. Lambert interjected that IHPA would likely not support an introduction of a masonry
material on a wood-framed structure.
Returning to the main point of the discussion, Mr. Lambert asked the commissioners
whether the scale of the addition was broken down satisfactorily or was there anything in the
concept that was concerning in regard to the standards set forth in Geneva’s Design Guidelines for
Historic Properties. Hiller inquired about the floor area ratio (FAR) figures, mentioning there was a
bonus if a detached garage was incorporated into the plans. Mr. Forslund confirmed they were
well within the FAR numbers. Commissioner Hamilton stated that his initial concern was the very
large addition, but after hearing about the landscaping screening and such, he was fine with it. He
did question when the rear sunroom was constructed, wherein Mr. Lambert recalled that it first
showed up on the 1891 Sanborn Map and that it was not a porch. It had gone through a number of
renovations. Hamilton expressed concern about demolishing the utilitarian part of the home.
Mr. Lambert explained that while this part of the home was visible from the corner, he was unable
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to determine what the function of the space was, pointing out that the floor and space had gone
through many renovations over time. He questioned whether it had any integrity.
The commissioners then moved to discuss the addition’s ridge lines with Zinke mentioning
she read somewhere that the state was insisting that the addition’s ridge lines of the roof not be
any taller than the ridge line of the original house. Mr. Lambert explained that this was a comment
that was consistently coming up with all of the four small homes within the Geneva Historic District
and that are under consideration for modifications. It was a general guideline that IHPA was
seeking. Zinke pointed out that the project clearly had higher ridge lines than the original home.
Mr. Lambert stated he did discuss this issue with the owners.
Chairman Roy also voiced concern about the tall height of the ridge lines and asked to have
them lowered. The other issue he had was the translation from the outside to the plane noting that
if there could be a line of windows where the stairwell existed it would differentiate between the old
and the new, as would the area where the little nook existed on the west side. He said it could
have a full length window inserted there. Otherwise, he questioned what was really being seen.
As for the large bedroom jutting out, he questioned why it was not fully taken out versus creating a
notch. He believed it complicated the roof line and took away from the original house. He also
believed the master bedroom and walk-in closet could be simplified for better flow. Other
comments from the chairman followed regarding two historic windows at the east side of the home,
making the dining room larger, and relocating the closet next to the bathroom on the opposite side.
Mr. Lambert believed the owners needed to speak to IHPA and find out what exactly were the
significant features of the workers’ cottage. Ms. Forslund also pointed out that the wall they were
discussing was a “moving target” for now.
Mr. Forslund indicated that the key points he was taking away from this discussion included
the differentiation from the old and the new, lower the roof line, and address the extension of the
front bedroom.
Mr. Lambert reminded the commissioners that the owners still had to speak to the IHPA
regarding their input, if the goal was to comply with the standards for a Tax Assessment Freeze
project. He said he would summarize and forward tonight’s comments to the Forslunds.

B.
15 S. River Lane (Case No. 2017-001); Applicant: Shodeen Group, Owner; W. Alex
Teipel, Architectural Resources; Application for: Exterior Addition. Mr. Lambert stated the
applicant was not present but because the proposal was a reasonably straight-forward request, he
was willing to present the proposal. Proposed is an addition to the 4th level of the Herrington Inn,
which staff explained was a non-contributing building in the historic district. (According to the
permit matrix, additions to non-contributing buildings and visible from the public right-of-way are to
be reviewed by the HPC.) While the proposal was submitted as a permit review, Mr. Lambert said
there were no specifications and no information about the addition except for what was in front of
the commission (i.e., a proposal for a small cantilevered breakfast room). He said the plans were
presented to the Geneva Building Official initially, due to the fact that the details of the structural
cantilever and bracket system would look like once detailed. Therefore, this proposal was
considered a concept for the support system. Mr. Lambert asked if the concept was acceptable to
the commission or if there were concerns.
Per Commissioner Zellmer’s questions, Mr. Lambert explained the difference between a
concept review versus a final review process; he further explained that the HPC has binding
authority on permit reviews – meaning once a project is accepted by the building department it
comes to the HPC. Regarding the Campbell Row townhomes, Mr. Lambert explained there was a
4
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miscommunication and what he thought was going to come before the commission as a typical
concept review and a permit review was actually a planned unit development (PUD) coming
forward. Per the Historic Preservation ordinance’s language, a PUD does not return to the HPC for
a final permit review. As a result, Mr. Lambert said when future PUDs come forward at HPC, he
will seek more details from the commission upon concept review.
Commissioners supported the proposed concept but the chairman and some other
commissioners wanted to see the details. Zinke, reviewing the west elevation, thought the
cantilever would look more attractive if it was more window-like, similar to the dormer to the left,
just on the one side facing down the street. She suggested inserting a small window with more
siding as opposed to all glass at the west elevation.
5.

Secretary’s Report (staff updates)

Mr. Lambert provided an update on the city’s survey forms. His goal is to complete the
surveys by next year with a GIS feature to pinpoint a property and pull up the form. Details
followed.
The National Park Service sent back the historic district update but Mr. Lambert stated he
did not know why the update was not approved. Other updates included that that the commission
closed out the 2016 year with 152 cases. As an FYI, the tax assessment freeze on properties are
keeping him busy. Zinke inquired how the tax freeze would apply to the first application. Details
followed by Lambert. Hiller asked about a concept review for 316 S. Sixth Street wherein Lambert
said there was a last minute decision to not come before the commission tonight but to hold off
until next month. Details followed.
6.

Announcements
A.

From the Commission – None

B.
From the Public – Ms. Margaret Eagan, Asst. Director for Preservation Partners,
402 Campbell Street, Geneva referenced the post cards she sent to the commissioners,
announcing a panel discussion to be held on Saturday, February 25, 2017 (9:00 a.m. to 11:30
a.m., $10 per person), at the Batavia City Council Chambers. Ms. Egan discussed that due to
recent commercial and residential projects being proposed in the Tri-Cities area, Preservation
Partners has invited Mr. Ben Willis, an architect from Rhode Island, who discusses how
commercial (and residential) communities start to look like every other community, as well as the
need for design. Ms. Egan explained that the goal of the seminar will be to explore the issues
confronting the Tri-City area as it relates to the intersecting of development and preservation. Ms.
Egan encouraged commissioners to visit the Union Studio Architects website:
www.unionstudioarch.com for more information. Lastly, she referenced a book entitled “The Past
and Future City -- How Historic Preservation is Reviving Cities,” as authorized by Stephanie
Meeks.
7.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 p.m. on motion by Hiller, seconded by Chairman
Roy. Motion carried unanimously by voice vote of 6-0.
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CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
February 21, 2017

Applicant:
Katie & Mark Francis, Owner
Sean Gallagher, Gallagher
Associates

AGENDA ITEM 4A

22 Campbell Street
Proposed Renovations and Additions

BACKGROUND
The existing, one-story residence dates to the Civil War era (likely much
earlier) but has been extensively altered several times through the course
of history. Renovations include raising the house on a concrete block
foundation; construction of numerous additions (some constructed on
piers with no foundation); reconstruction of the roof; and reconfiguration
of the interior.
REQUEST

Request:
Concept Review for
Renovation of and Addition to
an Existing Residence

HPC Case Number:
2016-139

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

The Applicant is seeking HPC direction for the expansion of the existing
residence including the complete reconstruction of the roof. Although
the roof was constructed with sapling trees; a few sapling rafters remain
but are not carrying structural loads, apparently. The entire roof appears
to date to the first half of the 20th century and consists of 2 x 4 rafters.
Subsequent additions have compromised the structural integrity of the
reconstructed roof.
Based on HPC feedback, provided on December 20, 2016, the Applicant
and Architect, developed a concept for a reconstructed hipped roof. The
Applicant is seeking the HPC’s opinion regarding the more appropriate of
the two roof forms: gabled or hipped.
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Agenda Item 4A
Concept Review
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CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
February 21, 2017

Applicant:
Frank and Stephanie Amore,
Owners
Sean Gallagher, Gallagher
Associates, Architect

Request:
Concept Review for
Renovation of and Addition to
an Existing Residence

HPC Case Number:
2017-010

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

AGENDA ITEM 4B

127 Ford Street
Proposed Exterior Modifications and Additions

BACKGROUND
The existing, one-and-one-half story residence dates to circa 1857 and is
identified as a contributing structure in the Geneva Historic District,
according to the 1999 Architectural Survey. Aluminum siding was installed
on the residence prior to 1999.
The home is associated with several pioneer settlers, including Julius
Alexander, as well as a long tenure of more than 60 years with the
extended Brown family. Melvina (Chambers) Brown was the sister of
prolific Geneva carpenter, John Chambers, and well-known dressmakers,
jane and Eliza Chambers. For a time, the widowed Melvina (Chambers)
Brown operated the 127 Ford Street home as a boarding house. A more
detailed history of the evolution of the historic residence will be
presented at the HPC meeting.
The entrance to the west wing of the home (the original
construction) appears to have faced Second Street. The east wing of the
home has been enlarged and reconfigured numerous times between the
mid-1860s and the late 1940s. A single car garage was enlarged
and remodeled (apparently during the 1970s) and is not considered to
be contributing to the property. During the 1980s, the home was
heavily remodeled, resulting in a reconfiguration of the interior (a
historic staircase was retained); replacement of many windows; and
installation of synthetic siding. No removal of the existing, synthetic
siding is proposed except where modifications are required for
reconstructing portions of the east section of the home at the point of
connection between the proposed addition and the historic home.
The Applicants are seeking a Tax Assessment Freeze for the project. The
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency (IHPA) has provided preliminary
review and comment which is, generally, very favorable.
REQUEST
The Applicant is seeking HPC direction and comment regarding the
proposed addition, including overall massing, materials and proposed
architectural details.
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CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
February 21, 2017

Applicant:
Lori Armstrong-Hartman and
Don Hartman, Owners

AGENDA ITEM 4C

322 North Fourth Street
Proposed Rear Addition

BACKGROUND
The existing, two-story residence dates to circa 1905 and is identified as
a significant structure in the Geneva Historic District, according to the
1999 Architectural Survey. Aluminum siding was installed on the
residence prior to 1999.
REQUEST

Request:
Concept Review for
Renovation of and Addition to
an Existing Residence

HPC Case Number:
2017-012

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

The Applicant is seeking HPC direction regarding the construction of a
small addition to the rear of the home, specifically permission to continue
the use of matching synthetic siding at the proposed addition.
Except for a small portion of the north wall of the rear addition, the
proposed construction is not visible from the public right-of-way. The
north wall is set back from the existing north wall. No work is proposed
that would impact or necessitate alteration of the existing aluminum
siding on the exterior walls that are visible from the public right-of-way.
The Geneva Siding Policy does not specifically address the conditions of
this request.

City of Geneva
Geneva Historic Preservation Commission
22 S. First Street
Geneva, IL 60134
630/232.0818

GENEVA HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION - EXTERIOR SIDING POLICY
This siding policy was developed by the Geneva Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) as a tool to aid owners of
historic properties, landmarks or properties within historic districts, on how to apply the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards (SOI Standards) when considering improvement projects which affect exterior siding and architectural details.
The SOI Standards are used by the HPC when reviewing permit applications.
A historic building is a product of the cultural heritage of its region, the technology of its construction period, the skills of
its architect and builders, and the original, authentic materials used and the craftsmanship of its construction. Original
siding, the siding installed when the building was first built, or siding which has acquired historic significance due to
longevity, as well as any distinctive architectural details should be preserved if possible to maintain a historic building’s
authenticity and integrity. These materials help identify the property with a particular period or style from the past. If
preservation is not feasible, replacements should be “in kind” matching the original characteristics as closely as possible.
Eliminating, changing or covering original siding or architectural details, especially with materials that quantifiably alter
the distinctive historic exterior characteristics of the property is to be avoided. Similarly, the addition of architectural
features based on conjecture should be avoided.
If considering financial assistance through federal, state, or local organizations applicants may be required to closely
comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards when performing exterior rehabilitation. Review of funded projects
is a separate process from the permit review by the Historic Preservation Commission.
This policy addresses the types of requests the Commission typically reviews with regard to exterior siding and
architectural details, and the information which is required when applying for HPC review. Approaches in treatment vary
depending on the type of property and the type of improvements proposed. The Commission looks for compliance with
the SOI Standards when reviewing permit applications for exterior improvements on historic properties. This policy
applies to properties in historic districts rated contributing and higher per the 1999 Survey. Properties that are rated
non-contributing per the 1999 Survey, while still requirng a permit and HPC Review, may have other options for
improvements.
Below are the types of reviews conducted by the Historic Preservation Commission. Staff is available to help assess
existing conditions, and answer questions regarding proposed projects.
I.

REPAIR/PAINTING OF SIDING AND/OR ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS

Most historic or original siding is made of old growth wood - which has many more growth rings per square inch than
the fast growth wood used today. This makes old growth wood relatively more stable and durable and easier to repair –
often, flaking paint or deterioration, may be repairable by a skilled contractor.
Painting:
Repair:

II.

No permit is required through the City of Geneva therefore, HPC review is not necessary.
No Permit is required through the City of Geneva therefore HPC review is not necessary. Repair
activities such as sanding, scraping, filling in with consolidant and repainting do not require a permit.
Property owners may remove all siding boards, repair, and reinstall. A maximum of 10’x10’ of boards
may be replaced, in kind, without requiring a permit, or HPC review.

REPLACE EXISTING HISTORIC OR ORIGINAL SIDING WITH NEW SIDING
(Permit and HPC Review Required)

If, after careful examination by trained individuals, repair is considered not feasible due to extensive deterioration, and
cost estimates from contractors skilled in the repair and restoration of wood siding indicate that repair would be too
costly, replace “in kind” with new materials that match the existing in characteristics, material, dimensions, details, style,
texture, craftsmanship and other visual qualities. If cost estimates determine that replacement “in kind” is not possible,
a different material may be considered. The new material should match as much as possible the existing in
characteristics, material, dimensions, details, style, texture, craftsmanship and other visual qualities. Materials such as
aluminum, steel, vinyl, EIFS on buildings that pre-date their common useage are not good matches for historic materials
and are discouraged. HPC review applications should include all cost estimates for repair, replacement in kind, and
replacement with new materials, as well as photographic and other documentation which illustrates the extent of
deterioration. Note that replacing and changing distinguishing characteristics such as siding and architectural features
may have an effect on eligibility for financial incentive programs such as the tax freeze/credit (see Staff for more
information).
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III.

COVER HISTORIC OR ORIGINAL SIDING WITH NEW SIDING
(Permit and HPC Review Required)

Covering historic material does not comply whith the SOI standards and is discouraged. Often it is considered as a
cosmetic treatment to hide difficulties such as peeling paint, stains, or other indications of deterioration. The covering of
historic materials should never be considered as a substitute for proper care and maintenance. Hiding physical
deterioration does nothing to prevent further damage and may accelerate damage to the structure. Covering not only
changes the historic appearance, but also prevents visual inspections and early detection of problems that may
compromise the integrity of the structure. For instance, rot and insect infestation may proceed and intensify, moisture
issues may go undetected, and synthetic siding may be prone to flaking, fading, and a powdery residue. Vinyl is
vulnerable to punctures, tears, cupping, and even melting under certain circumstances. Vinyl also releases toxic fumes
when exposed to fire. In addition to these issues, irreversible damage to the historic fabric may be caused during
installation due to holes and other mars caused by the required fasteners and adhesives, and architectural details are
often covered or removed. HPC review applications should include all cost estimates as well as photographic and other
documentation which illustrates the extent of the deterioration or other factors to be considered. Note that changing
distinguishing characteristics such as siding and architectural features may have an effect on eligibility for financial
incentive programs such as the tax freeze/credit (see Staff for more information).
IV.

REPLACE NON-HISTORIC SIDING AND ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS (i.e., aluminum, steel, vinyl,
asphalt shingle, EIFS) WITH NEW SIDING - (Permit and HPC Review Required)

If the existing siding is determined to be non-historical, look for evidence of the original sheathing materials located
underneath the current siding. If original siding exists beneath the non-historic siding, assess the condition of the
original siding, expose and repair if feasible (see Repair/Painting of Siding and/or Architectural Details). If the
original siding is not present, or repair is not possible look for evidence that indicates the nature of the original materials.
Replace with materials that match as much as possible the original in characteristics, material, dimensions, details, style,
texture, craftsmanship and other visual qualities. (See Replace Existing Historic or Original Siding with New
Siding) If no evidence is found, use siding which matches as much as possible the characteristics, material,
dimensions, details, style, texture, craftsmanship and other visual qualities of materials in common use at the time of
construction. Materials such as aluminum, steel, vinyl, EIFS on buildings that pre-date their common useage are not
good matches for the historic materials and are discouraged. HPC review applications should include all cost estimates
as well as photographic and other documentation which illustrates the extent of the deterioration or other factors to be
considered. Note that changing distinguishing characteristics such as siding and architectural features may have an
effect on eligibility for financial incentive programs such as the tax freeze/credit (see Staff for more information).
V.

NEW CONSTRUCTION: SIDING FOR ADDITIONS TO HISTORIC STRUCTURES; SIDING FOR NEW
SECONDARY BUILDINGS TO HISTORIC STRUCTURES - (Permit and HPC Review Required)

Siding for new additions to historic structures and siding for new secondary buildings to historic structures should
complement siding on the original historic structure by taking into account such characteristics as: materials,
dimensions, details, style, texture, craftsmanship and other visual qualities that correspond to the style and time period
of construction. If siding on the historic structure is covered with non-historic siding, applicants may choose to consider
removal of the non-historic siding and matching the original or historic siding which may be present underneath. Note
that changing distinguishing characteristics such as siding and architectural features may have an effect on eligibility for
financial incentive programs such as the tax freeze/credit (see Staff for more information). Siding for new secondary
buildings should be compatible with the style and time period of construction and with the historic structure.
VI.

REPLACING SIDING ON NON-HISTORIC (NON-CONTRIBUTING) STRUCTURES; SIDING TYPES FOR
NEW STRUCTURES (PRIMARY & SECONDARY TO NON-HISTORIC STRUCTURES)
(Permit and HPC Review Required)

Siding and architectural details on non-contributing structures should be appropriate in characteristics, material,
dimensions, details, style, texture, craftsmanship and other visual qualities that complement the style and time period of
construction. Siding for new construction should utilize materials which would be compatible with surrounding
structures in the Historic District and be representative of the time and period of construction.
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VII.

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION

1.

A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal change to the
defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.

2.

The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration
of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

3.

Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense
of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall
not be undertaken.

4.

Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their own right shall be
retained and preserved.

5.

Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property
shall be preserved.

6.

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual
qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary,
physical, or pictorial evidence.

7.

Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall not be used.
The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.

8.

Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. If such resources must be
disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.

9.

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize
the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size,
scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.

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.
The emphasis of the Standards is on repair first before replacement. Repair of original materials will retain a historic
building’s historic integrity. The HPC recognizes that not all original or historic siding is repairable.
VIII.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

RESOURCES
Anne E. Grimmer,
“Preservation Brief #6: Dangers of Abrasive Cleaning to Historic Buildings.”
Washington, D.C.: Technical Preservation Services, U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 1979.
John H. Myers, revised by Gary L. Hume, “Preservation Brief #8: Aluminum and Vinyl Siding on Historic
Buildings.” Washington, D.C.: Technical Preservation Services, U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 1984.
Kay D. Weeks and David W. Look, AIA, “Preservation Brief #10: Exterior Paint Problems on Historic
Woodwork.” Washington, D.C.: Technical Preservation Services, U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 1982.
Sharon C. Park, AIA, “Preservation Brief #16: The Use of Substitute Materials on Historic Building
Exteriors.” Washington, D.C.: Technical Preservation Services, U.S. Dept. of the Interior.
Lee H. Nelson, FAIA, “Preservation Brief #17: Architectural Character: Identifying the Visual Aspects
of Historic Buildings as an Aid to Preserving Their Character.” Washington, D.C.: Technical Preservation
Services, U.S. Dept. of the Interior.
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings, U.S. Dept. of the Interior, National Park Service, 1983.
NPS Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Building
Caring for Your Historic House. Heritage Preservation and National Park Service. New York: Harry N.
Abrams, Inc., 1998.
McAlester, Virginia and McAlester, Lee. A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1997.

Revised and approved by the Historic Preservation Commission, November 16, 2010.
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Community Development Department Report

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
February 21, 2017

Applicant:
Lori and Don Kwasniewski,
Owners

Request:
Permit Review for Renovation
of and Addition to an Existing
Residence

HPC Case Number:
2016-140

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

AGENDA ITEM 5A

316 South Sixth Street
Proposed Renovations and Additions

BACKGROUND
The home at 316 South Sixth Street is part of an area of the original Town
of Geneva that became known as “Kastnerville.’ (see attached history).
The 316 South Sixth Street property shares a unique context with the
other Kastnerville homes at 320 South Sixth Street, 328 South Sixth Street
and 609 Fulton Street. Unfortunately, the historic evolution of
Kastnerville is not well-documented, graphically, because no maps
exist between the 1869 Bird’s Eye View of Geneva and the first depiction
of the area in the 1930 Sanborn Fire insurance Co. map.
Based on physical evidence in the home and preliminary archival research
and land transaction records, it appears that the 316 South Sixth Street
property is the original, mid-1840s, Riley / Castner home that was
relocated from Fulton Street. Alternatively, the mid-1840s home
was relocated from another area of Geneva to its present site. The
relocation and extensive remodeling of the earlier home occurred
between 1888 and 1900; a small front porch was added at that time
and remained until the mid-1940s. The home was enlarged to the rear
and remodeled in the early 1920s for a Kastner family member.
Between 1946 and 1965, the house was enlarged with the addition
of a screened porch, two car attached garage, and a third
bedroom. During the 20 year period of remodeling a fixed, multi-lite
window was added to the front of the home; the front porch was
salvaged with pieces incorporated into an interior stair balustrade;
and siding was replaced in association with the various remodeling
projects. The 1946 additions have structural issues (primarily foundation
integrity) and various architectural elements (floor joists, window
sash, exterior trim, and hardwood floors) have been damaged by longeradicated termite infestation.
REQUEST
The Applicants are seeking HPC approval for the proposed expansion
plans, including the proposed reconstruction of the front porch and
window rehabilitation. The proposed plans for the home are under
review by the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency (IHPA) as part of a
Tax Assessment Freeze application; a preliminary review has been
completed and the submitted plans satisfy the IHPA requirements
of the Tax Assessment Freeze program.
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Agenda Item 5A
Concept Review

Castner / Kastner Property

Original Town of Geneva, Block 78, Lots 9 & 10
West Side of South Sixth Street between Franklin and Fulton Streets
Michael A. Lambert, Preservation Planner – City of Geneva with contributions from Al Hiller, Liz Safanda,
Adam Gibbons, and Jessica Strube / Geneva History Museum.
Original Draft: December 27-28, 2016
Revised Draft: December 30, 2016
Kastnerville
The parcels lining the west side of South Sixth Street between Franklin and Fulton streets as well as the eastern
properties fronting the north side of Fulton Street was known as “Kastnerville” by local Genevans because of
the Kastner (Castner) family that owned and developed the properties.
The subject area was known as “Kastnerville” in the last decades of the 19th century and first decades of the
20th century because of the number of family members living at South Sixth Street and Fulton Street.
Presumably, the “Kastnerville” name derived from the fact that the properties functioned as its “own
community” of sorts, lying at the edge of late 19th and early 20th century Geneva. At least two generations of
the Castner/Kastner family were builders and carpenters.
Presumably, the house at 609 Fulton Street was built by Hugh and Margaret Riley and dates the mid- to late
1840s. The house was on the parcel when sold to William Wesley Castner in 1849. The original house was
likely enlarged significantly (or—possibly—replaced)—over time—by members of the Castner/Kastner
families.
The early structure (also remodeled over time) that sits at the corner of South Sixth and Fulton streets (328
South Sixth Street) may have been moved to the property from another site after 1888; it served originally as
a piano store (probably at another location) and, after 1923, as The Little School.
A small building (324 South Sixth Street) was likely moved to the Kastner property after being purchased in
1888 by A. O. Kastner, possibly relocated by 1912 but prior to 1923. The small building may have served a
short time as The Little School (after being located within the Bangs barn on South Seventh Street near the
terminus of Fulton Street). The small building was converted as a Teacher’s Home in 1923 for The Little School
and, later, served as a rental home before being razed after 1940-45.
What likely is a carriage barn that stood elsewhere on the Castner/Kastner properties was relocated to its
present location (320 South Sixth Street) and converted for use as a residence, likely as early as 1900 but
definitively by the mid-1920s. It is unclear if this structure initially served as a utilitarian structure at this
location or was moved here and immediately converted to residential use. It was used as rental housing by
1920.
The house at 316 South Sixth Street may have been relocated to its present location during the mid-1870s to
mid-1880s and remodeled by the Castners/Kastners. It is possible that it may have been the 1840s-era Riley
home. It was enlarged during the 1920s for the Doris (Kastner) and Charles Tirk family with the addition of a
one story rear section; Doris Kastner and her second husband (Jesse Leonard) transferred the property to her
mother in 1923. The house at 316 South Sixth Street was enlarged, again, between 1946 and 1950 with the

addition of a garage and screened porch as well as a new, second floor bedroom at the rear of the home. The
mid-twentieth century remodeling was completed by Charles and Nancy M. Myers.
The impact of the Castner/Kastner families is represented in the existing four (4) structures occupying the
northwesterly corner of Fulton and South Sixth streets in Geneva.
Castner/Kastner Family at Geneva
William Wesley Castner (1826 – 1916), a native of New Jersey, arrived at Geneva prior to December 1849. W.
W. Castner married Elizabeth Hight (1829 – 1879), also from New Jersey, at Kane County on 15 June 1850.
Second wife: Sophia Leff (1849 - 1917); married 1882 at Kane County, Illinois
W. W. Castner is enumerated as a carpenter in 1850, 1870, 1880 and 1910 Federal census records. Civil War
registration (1861) identifies him as a wagon maker; retired carpenter in 1910.
Children of William Wesley and Elizabeth (Hight) Castner:
William Henry (1851-1889) married Phebe Phenix on 03 July 1870 at Stark County; then, Mary Paver
(or Pover) on 28 October 1874 at Kane County, Illinois
Sarah (1853 - )
Anna (1855 – )
Wesley Orin (1857 - )
Austin Ozias (1859 - 1926) married Alice Rickle (1870 – 1954) on 17 Nov 1888 at Kane County, Illinois;
Austin adopts the spelling of “Kastner” and is identified as a carpenter and realtor in census records
and other references.
Children of Austin and Alice Castner:
William A. Kastner (1885 - ) born of unknown mother while A. O. enumerated as “mattress
maker” at San Joaquin, CA (c. 1884-1887)
Elizabeth Bessie Kastner (1890 - )
Doris Kastner (1892 - 1959) to Charles E. Tirk (m. 1910, div c. 1919), then Jesse Leonard (14
June 1920)
Kathryn Kastner (1896 - )
Hugh Lester (1898 – 1955)
Donald Kastner (1901 - )
Robert Kastner (1905 - )
Ellen Etta (1868 – 1952), died 14 Jan 1952
Mary M. (1879 - )
By 1940, Alice Kastner was living at 516 Ford Street with her bachelor son, Hugh, and widowed daughter,
Bessie. Forty-one year old Hugh had completed four years of high school and was employed as a carpenter.
Fifty year old Bessie had only attended school through the eighth grade and was working as a waitress.
The lives of the children of Austin Ozias Kastner is known as:
William A. Kastner was born on 10 February 1885 at Stockton, California; his birth mother is uncertain.
He married his wife, Helen (1887 - ), between 1900 and 1910, presumably in Illinois. By 1910, he was
living at Waukegan (Lake), Illinois, where he lived his entire adult life, except for a brief stay at Elkhart,
Indiana around World War 1. His children were W. Stewart Kastner (1910 - ) and a daughter.
Elizabeth Kastner was born in Illinois in 1890. She married after 1920 but was widowed by 1940. She
likely lived her entire life at Geneva (Kane), Illinois. According to Illinois death records, two women by

the name of “Elizabeth Kastner” died in Illinois: one in Cook County in 1927 and another in Fayette
County in 1931. However, a “Bessie Elizabeth Castner” married Thomas Dallas on 22 August 1906 at
Kane County (License 00017879); she died at McLean County, Illinois in 1972.
Doris Kastner (06 May 1892 -1959) married Charles H. Livingston (1888 – 1943) who took the name of
Tirk also. The Tirk family lived at Geneva (Kane), Illinois except for a brief time at Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania in 1917, They divorced around 1920, and Doris, soon afterward, married Jesse Leonard.
In 1923, they moved to Ottawa (LaSalle), Illinois and, later, to Dayton (LaSalle), Illinois, where she died.
Doris and Charles had three children: Howard Charles (1912 - 1991); Donald E (1914 – 1978); and
Evelyn Eleanor (1917 – 2007).
Kathryn Kastner was born in 1896 at Geneva (Kane), Illinois but apparently never married. Presumably,
she died at Geneva, where she likely lived her entire life and where she resided when she transferred
her interest in Lot 9 of Block 78. However, a “Catherine” Kastner died at LaSalle County on 23 February
1922, according to Illinois death records.
Donald Kastner (1901 - ) lived at Geneva (Kane), Illinois until about 1930, when he lived in Queens,
New York. He married his wife Edith K. _________, and they had a daughter, Delores J. (1924 - ), who
was born at Wisconsin. By the mid-1950s, he was living at Kenosha, Wisconsin.
Robert Kastner (1905 - ) lived at Geneva through the 1920s. In the 1930s, Robert was living with his
brother, Donald, in Queens, New York, where Donald managed a fruit store and Robert was a clerk in
the fruit store. A “Robert Katzner” married Minnie Holtz (Holz) on 23 May 1899 at Jo Daviess County,
Illinois.
Property Division
Lot 9 of Block 78 of Original Town of Geneva was original Castner homestead parcel of 1849, now 609 Fulton
Street. William Wesley Castner (1826 - 1916), a bachelor from New Jersey, purchased Lot 9 from Hugh and
Margaret Riley on 31 Dec 1849 for $100.00 (KC Bk 17, P 202). Likely a home and other improvements existed
on the property based upon the price paid for property at the edge of town. Then, on 17 April 1902, conveyed
by W. W. and Sophia Castner to A. O. Castner for $350.00 (KC Bk 415, P 526). It is possible that the current
home on this site was erected around 1902-1905 and the original Riley-Castner home moved to 316 South
Sixth Street.
Lot 10 of Block 78 of Original Town of Geneva was conveyed on 27 December 1888 to Austin. O. Castner by W.
W. Castner and wife, Sophia Castner, for $1.00 (KC Bk 321, P 223).
Lot 10 was divided into 4 parcels (south to north): Parcel 1 (50’ frontage on Sixth Street), now 328 South Sixth
Street; Parcel 2 (33’ frontage on Sixth Street), now part of 328 South Sixth Street; Parcel 3 (33.22’ frontage on
Sixth Street), now 320 South Sixth Street; Parcel 4 (33.78’ frontage on Sixth Street plus 34’ additional Sixth
Street frontage acquired from Lots 1 & 2 of Block 78), now 316 South Sixth Street. (Lot 1 of Block 78 is now 302
South Sixth Street.)
In fact, 5 family residences stood on Lots 9 and 10; 2 of the properties likely served as rental property after
1919, based on census data.

Upon death of W. W. Castner in 1916, his second wife, Sophia, controlled the properties until her death the
following year, 1917. A probate inventory was completed and filed at Kane County, Illinois for the Estate of
Sophia Castner on 12 Aug 1919.
Lot 9: Kathryn Kastner transferred an undivided ½ interest in the south 115’ of the west 45’ of Lot 9 to her
mother, Alice Kastner, on 10 Dec 1918.
Lot 10, Parcel 1: Apparently, the piano sales room building was moved here by A. O. Castner, a carpenter, from
another site in Geneva after 1888. Parcel 1, consisting of the south 57’ of Lot 10, was conveyed on 21 Oct 1911
by A. O. Castner to Lillie Allen (KC Bk 624, P 237), then on 01 November 1919 south 50’ conveyed to Lillie May
Allen (1874 - ) who was married to Elmer L. Chapman in 1893 but may have divorced prior to 1919 (relationship
to Kastner family unknown). By June 1923, the property was known as the “Kastner Hotel;” however, it is not
clear if the building functioned as a rooming house or the identification was a tongue-in-cheek reference to
the fact that a number of Kastner family members may have lived in the structure for a time. In 1923, the
property was remodeled by the Wilson Brothers as the third location of The Little School; the property was
conveyed by A. O. Kastner to William D. Bangs and Herbert Zimmerman on 05 Jan 1924. The Little School began
in 1919 at Kate Raftery’s home on Third Street before being relocated to the “Bangs’ barn on south Seventh
Street,” where it continued for several years.
From Geneva, Illinois: A History of Its Times and Places (p. 295):
Inherent in the philosophy of Progressivism was the importance of early childhood
experience. Geneva public schools provided no kindergartens until sometime in the
1930s, and so this school began as a pre-school and kindergarten about 1919 in what
is known as the Brittany Room of Mrs. Edmond Raftery’s home, later The Little
Traveler. Soon the classes had moved to the Bangs’ barn on South Seventh Street. At
this time a small building at 328 South Sixth Street, which had once been a piano
store, was purchased; there the Little School was born. (House at corner of Sixth and
Fulton streets likely was not the piano store at the Sixth and Fulton streets location
but served as the piano sales office at its previous location.) Appropriately named,
The Little School had two rooms, a tiny kitchen, and twenty students. Mrs. Paul E.
Sabine conducted the first classes. As these first kindergarten pupils grew older, the
school added elementary grades for them. Ultimately the school offered kindergarten
through tenth grade. During those years still another location was briefly used—a
building at the corner of Fourth and Hamilton Streets. (Note: the “Bangs’ barn still
stands, in 2016, on the westerly side of South Seventh Street at the western terminus
of Fulton Street. The barn has been converted—with many additions—for use as a
residence; Liz Safanda’s parents rented the “Bangs’ barn” as newlyweds.)
Lot 10, Parcel 2 (a 50’ X 75’ parcel): conveyed on 11 July 1923 by A. O. and Alice Castner to Katharine
Zimmerman and Herbert Zimmerman (married) for $11.00. Presumably, another building was relocated to
Parcel 2 and, by June 1923, was being remodeled as a Teachers’ Home for The Little School to the south.
In 1931, the Estate of William Bangs was settled, affecting the properties at 324 and 328 South Sixth Street;
the property eventually was sold to Robert R. Fauntleroy in 1936.
Lot 10, Parcel 3: conveyed to William Nord and Martin D. Schenk in the early 1930s.
Lot 10, Parcel 4: conveyed on 18 November 1919 by Alice Kastner and “her husband” to their daughter Doris
Kastner Tirk. Northerly 35’ of Lots 9 and 10 are mortgaged on 25 March 1920 by Doris E. Tirk and husband,

Charles H. Tirk (KC Bk 630, P 97). Doris (Kastner) and Jesse Leonard (second husband) conveys property to A.
O. Kastner and wife, Alice, on 02 May 1923 (KC Bk 710, P616) but had (apparently) moved to Ottawa, IL by that
time or soon afterward.
Between 1925 and 1929 as well as between 1937 and 1946, numerous conveyances were made between
various members of the Kastner family regarding the division of Lots 9 and 10. Additional investigation of
Kane County tract records for Lots 9 and 10 as well as Lots 1 and 2 for Block 78 in the Original Town of Geneva
may clarify the details of the conveyances.
Probable Property Tenancy
Lot 9 (609 Fulton):
1910 – Austin Kastner with wife, Alice, and sons, Hugh, Donald and Robert, and daughters, Elizabeth
(Bessie), Doris and Kathryn. Owned
1920 – Austin Kastner with wife, Alice, and sons, Hugh, Donald and Robert, and daughter, Kathryn.
Owned, addressed as 709 Fulton
1940 – Clarence Upham (Truck Driver) with wife, Bertha, and son, Kenneth, and daughter, Marilyn.
Rented
Lot 10, Parcel 1 (328 South Sixth):
1900 – Austin Kastner with wife, Alice, and sons, William and Hugh, and daughters, Bessie, Doris and
Kathryn. Owned
1910 – William W. Castner with wife, Sophia. Owned
1940 – Edward Lloyd (Petroleum Salesman) with wife, Margaret. Rented
1930 – 1950 – Lee Bangs (widow of William Bangs and sister of Herbert Zimmerman) owned the
property and eventually conveyed it to Emil Bergquist
Lot 10, Parcel 2 (324 South Sixth):
The small building on South Sixth Street first served as a home for teachers at The Little School to the
south (Parcel 1) and is presumed to have been converted to a rental home by 1930.

1930-1945 Sanborn Fire Insurance Co. map – Block 78

2016 Kane County Tax Parcel map – Block 78

Lot 10, Parcel 3 (320 South Sixth):
1920 – Charles H. Tirk with wife, Doris (Kastner), and sons, Howard and Donald, and daughter, Evelyn.
Owned, addressed as 315 South Sixth
1940 – Oren Okerblad (Truck Driver) with wife, Winifred, and son, Robert. Rented
Lot 10, Parcel 4 (316 South Sixth):
1900 – Probable location of W. Wesley Kastner with wife, Sophia. Owned
1920 – John Harris with roomers, Roman Feler and Oscar Schoengern (all painters at sign factory).
Rented
1940 – Ray Lekander (WPA Laborer) with wife, Vera, and sons, Robert, William and Patrick and
daughters, Betty and Nancy. Rented
1946 – Charles R. Myers and wife, Nancy M., obtain a mortgage from Geneva Building & Loan to acquire
an additional 4’ of the southern portions of Lots 1 and 2 in Block 78; likely in preparation for the
construction of the garage and screened porch.
Architecture of Kastnerville
The four (4) surviving properties of Kastnerville represent an interesting architectural legacy of the
Castner/Kastner family and their career in the building trades.

Detail of 1869 Bird’s Eye View of Geneva map – “Kastnerville” at South Sixth Street & Fulton
The Riley-Castner property at 609 Fulton Street (709 Fulton Street prior to 1930) maintains the lines of a midnineteenth century Upright and Wing but the characteristic “broken pediment” of the Greek Revival style
(that was typically present in northeastern Illinois in that era) is absent. However, the Bird’s Eye View of
Geneva of 1869, shows only a Gable Front home on the Kastner property, suggesting that the “wing” was

added later and that the modest home may have lacked architectural detail. Additionally, the open eaves
and ganged windows, visible today, suggest a late nineteenth or early twentieth century remodeling of an
earlier house. Similarly, the street-facing dormer at the east wing of the home is commonly found as a 20th
century alteration. It is plausible that the current home was constructed between 1900 and 1910 as an
entirely new home for A. O. Kastner and his family with the original Riley-Castner home relocated to either
324 or 316 South Sixth Street. The attached garage at the 609 Fulton Street home was constructed after
1945, based on Sanborn Fire Insurance Co. maps. The architectural evaluation of this property has been
based only on observations from the exterior and historic source materials.
The property at 328 South Sixth Street also has the lines of a mid-nineteenth century street-facing gable
home, including the characteristic, Greek Revival “broken pediment.” However, no building reminiscent of
the existing structure existed on this site according to the 1869 Bird’s Eye View of Geneva. The over-sized,
two-over-two windows at the first floor, facing South Sixth Street, suggest that this structure is a relocated,
early commercial building of the 1850s or early 1870s. The second floor windows, facing South Sixth Street,
are not typical of the Greek Revival style in placement, size, or proportion. Similarly, the fenestration of the
Fulton Street elevation, along with the cladding of the entire exterior with stucco and the north wing, also
suggests a 20th century remodeling. The architectural evaluation of this property has been based only on
observations from the exterior and historic source materials.
The property at 324 South Sixth Street no longer exists, but is illustrated in the 1930-1945 Sanborn Fire
Insurance map. Based on records research and historical descriptions, the lost structure was remodeled as a
Teachers’ Home for The Little School from 1923 until circa 1929. By 1930, the building is identified as a rental
residence. The architectural evaluation of this property has been based only on historic source materials.
The property at 320 South Sixth Street is currently under renovation and appears to have been constructed
as a carriage house / carriage barn in the 1870s. However, it is possible that the carriage barn was located
immediately west of the Riley-Castner property (just above and to the left of the red circle on the 1869 Bird’s
Eye View map above) or was a carriage barn at another nearby property that may have been moved to the
Kastner property before 1925. The carriage barn immediately west of the Riley-Castner property is not
depicted on the 1930-1945 Sanborn Fire Insurance Co. map; that barn was replaced with an automobile
garage. In any case, the carriage barn doors were likely located on the present-day south side of the structure
with the decorative gable end always having faced a street. The existing, street-facing, first floor windows
appear to have been salvaged and added to the utilitarian structure. The combination of decorative shingle
siding with shiplap siding is indicative of the architecture of the early 1880 to 1900 era. The reports that the
building rests on a shallow, rubble stone foundation, suggests that its original purpose on the site was
utilitarian, rather than residential and, furthermore, was constructed or relocated prior to 1910, when
poured concrete or concrete block foundations were more common. By 1930, the building is identified as a
residence. The architectural evaluation of this property has been based only on observations from the
exterior; information provided by the present owner; and historic source materials.
The property at 316 South Sixth Street was recently sold and is currently proposed for renovation and
appears to have been constructed as a small, Gable Front residence in the mid- to late 1840s, based on visual
examination of the first floor framing beneath the two, “front rooms.” Based on the floor framing and its lack
of depiction in the 1869 Bird’s Eye View of Geneva map, it is presumed that the Kastner family relocated this
home to their property (possibly the former Riley-Castner Home from Fulton Street). A small porch existed at
the front, northeast corner of the home as late as 1945. The porch was possibly constructed with Stick style
elements of the mid 1880s; porch elements may be incorporated into the present interior staircase
balustrade. Two, exterior doors on the property as well as ganged widows with “reed and bullseye” interior
window and door casing are reminiscent of the Stick style era as well. Between 1915 and 1930, a one-story

addition on a cast-in-place concrete foundation was constructed to the rear. Other alterations occurred
during the tenancy of Doris Kastner between 1911 and 1920 including the installation of hardwood floors and
radiator heat; a bathroom at the second floor which resulted in the remodeling of the original stair run; and
the probable addition of a soft coal fireplace. The Myers family constructed a two-car garage in the mid- to
late 1940s; the garage was connected to the main house by a screened breezeway. A third bedroom at the
rear of the home (above the rear, one story addition) and a street-facing, multiple-lite, picture window at the
first floor were also added by the Myers family, presumably. The architectural evaluation of this property has
been based on observations of the interior and exterior of the structure and historic source materials.

Community Development Department Report

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
February 21, 2017

Applicant:
Craig A. Shodeen, Tri-City Land
management Company, LLC

AGENDA ITEM 5B

621 James Street
Proposed Window and Door Modifications

BACKGROUND
According to the 1999 Architectural Survey, the existing, Gabled Ell
residence is rated a contributing property within the Geneva Historic
District. The house has been remodeled over time, including window
replacement prior to 1999.
REQUEST

Request:
Permit Review for
Window Replacement and
Front Door Replacement

HPC Case Number:
2017-011

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

The Applicant is undertaking interior remodeling of the property and is
seeking to replace existing windows with new, clad window units as well
as replacing the non-historic front door.
The historic fixed window and transom will be retained “as is.”
The existing, double-hung, casement, and awning windows are not
original to the home and do not meet the Geneva HPC Window Policy
standards. With the exception of the over-sized awning windows at the
front (south) façade and a paired, casement window at the west (left)
façade (which are proposed to be replaced in the same configuration),
other window openings that are visible to the street are proposed to
receive the new, clad units. The proposed windows will retain the oneover-one configuration and are similar in sash proportions when
compared to other wood windows on local homes of the same,
approximate period of construction. Windows at the rear elevation (not
subject to HPC review) will be new, double-hung windows; however, sash
proportions will be more minimalistic and not replicate the historic sash
proportions.
The proposed, insulated, metal door will be painted; its design is
sympathetic to the period of the home.
STAFF ANALYSIS
The proposal for window and door replacement at 621 James Street
appears to be in conformance with the Geneva Window Policy.
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Applicant:
Michael & Lynn Fehr, Owners
Brian Hinds – BGH Construction,
Contractor

Request:
Permit Review for
Street Yard Balcony Railing
Modifications

HPC Case Number:
2017-013

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

AGENDA ITEM 5C

621 South Street
Proposed Street Yard Balcony Railing Modifications

BACKGROUND
In July 2016, the Applicants appeared before the HPC requesting window
and door modifications from the second floor to an existing balcony. The
existing balcony railing appears to be a mid-1980s extension of the
original railing that was installed during the 1920s era remodeling of the
residence. A low railing was typical of the era of the remodeling but is not
code-compliant by current standards. Subsequent to the HPC-approved
window and door request, the City of Geneva Building Official determined
that the new door onto the existing balcony would necessitate the
modification of the existing railing to be code compliant.
In August 2016, the Applicants sought approval to install a secondary
railing above the existing railing to meet the code-required 36” height for
a railing. The HPC approved the proposed, secondary railing that was to
match the existing wood railing and that was to be painted to match the
existing railing.
REQUEST
The Applicants began the approved work and found the existing railing
system was severely deteriorated, including sufficient rot that could not
be repaired to meet code requirements for strength and stability.
Therefore, the Applicants are seeking approval of a 36” high, pre-finished,
composite railing system for installation at the perimeter of the second
floor roof deck.
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Agenda Item 5C
Permit Review

STAFF ANALYSIS
As noted in August 2016, the exiting house has been moved twice and, at the present site, has been enlarged
several times. However, many of the changes over time have occurred within the period of significance for the
Central Historic District (1835 – 1929 as originally approved by the National Park Service; 1835-1966 per the 201516 National Register update, pending National Park Service approval).
The Design Guidelines for Historic Properties, adopted by the Geneva HPC, establishes two applicable standards:
1. Original roof form and features should be preserved or replicated, and
2. Historic materials should be maintained through rehabilitation or, when necessary, replaced in-kind.
The existing, low railing is constructed of wood and replicates a roof deck railing of an earlier era; however, the
existing railing (or a majority of the railing) appears to have been installed approximately 30 years ago when the
roof deck was enlarged substantially.
The approved minutes of the August 16, 2016 meeting of the Geneva HPC noted the following conclusions reached
by the Commission in approving the previous request that would respect the original railing height but allow a
compliant handrail:
(Mr. Brian Hines [sic] with BGH Construction) stated he will use the current railing and raise it to
the required 36” inch height, which the commissioners thought was an appropriate solution. The
bottom balusters will remain while the new balusters will be squared on top. Commissioners
pointed out that the differentiation between old and new would be clearly seen.
Because the existing railing system is deemed unsafe for reconstruction, a new railing must be installed. The
approved, new railing could be what had been approved earlier or a taller railing as currently proposed. In either
case, the material could be wood or—if acceptable to the HPC—a composite material with a finish that closely
replicates painted wood.
Finally, the Commission may make a determination that the proposed railing is a reversible feature that—if
removed in the future—would not result in a permanent, detrimental impact on the existing residence or, in
particular, the existing roof deck.

