
Meeting Agenda 

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

MEETING LOCATION & 
HPC INFORMATION WEDNESDAY, February 18, 2026 MEETING 

Location: 
Geneva City Hall 
Council Chambers 
109 James Street 
Geneva, IL  60134 

Time: 
7:00 p.m. 

Commissioners: 
Paul Zellmer, Chairman 
Jewel Jensen 
Lisa McManus 
Kevin Phillips 
Mike Riebe 
George Salomon 
Andrew Tobler 

Staff Liaison: 
Emily Stood 
Preservation Planner 
630.938.4541 
preservation@geneva.il.us 

Call to Order 

1. Roll Call

2. Approval of Minutes
January 21, 2026

3. Review of Building Permit Applications (Certificate of Appropriateness)

A. 18 Campbell Street   CASE 2026-006 
Applicant:            Edward Condon 
Application for:  Resetting Front Steps 

B. 102 S Second Street   CASE 2026-010 
Applicant:            Kevin O’Neill 
Application for:  Security Installation 

C. 226 S River Lane   CASE 2026-011 
Applicant:            Timothy and Susan Fallon 
Application for:  Window Replacements 

4. Concept Reviews

A. 17 N 6th Street        CASE 2026-007 
Applicant:            Sean Gallagher 
Application for:  Rehabilitation for Multi-Unit Housing 

B. 428 Ford Street       CASE 2026-008 
Applicant:            Sean Gallagher 
Application for:  Rehabilitation and Addition 

C. 410 W State Street      CASE 2026-009 
Applicant:            Rob Costello 
Application for:  Addition and Remodel 

The Geneva Historic Preservation Commission meeting is audio-recorded, and summary minutes are 
transcribed by a recording secretary. 

ADA Compliance:  Any individual with a disability requesting a reasonable accommodation in order to 
participate in a public meeting should contact Emily Stood, Preservation Planner, at least 48 hours in 
advance of the scheduled meeting. Emily Stood can be reached in person at 22 South First Street, Geneva; 
by telephone at (630) 938-4541-0871; or via email at estood@geneva.il.us. Every effort will be made to 
allow for meeting participation. Notice of this meeting was posted consistent with the requirements of 5 
ILCS 120/1 et seq. (Open Meetings Act).  

mailto:preservation@geneva.il.us
mailto:estood@geneva.il.us


5. Secretary’s Report (Staff Updates) 
 

6. New Business 
A. From the Commission 

 

B. From the Public (When recognized by the Chair, proceed to the podium, state your name for the record, and provide your 
public comments. Please understand that this is your time to be heard and the public body’s time to listen. No discussion or 
debate will follow.) 

 

7. Adjournment 
 

Next HPC Meeting: March 17, 2026 
 



Historic Preservation Commission Meeting Minutes 
City of Geneva 

109 James Street - City Council Chambers 
January 21, 2026 

 
 
Call to Order 
Chairman Zellmer called the meeting of the Geneva Historic Preservation Commission to order at 
7:00 pm on Wednesday, January 21, 2026. 
 
1. Roll Call 
Present:             Chairman Zellmer; Commissioners Tobler, Phillips, Riebe, Salomon 
Absent:              Commissioners McManus, Jensen 
Staff Present:     Preservation Planner Emily Stood, Assistant Planner Jessie Malkosky 
Others Present:  
 
2. Approval of Minutes 
        Minutes of December 16, 2025 

Motion by Commissioner Salomon, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve 
the minutes of the December 16, 2025, meeting as presented. Motion passed by roll 
call vote, (5-0). 

 
3. Five-Minute Field Guide 

Preservation Planner Emily Stood presented a Five-Minute Field Guide on the history of 
historic preservation in the United States, tracing its evolution from 19th-century private 
initiatives to modern federal policy. Beginning with the Mount Vernon Ladies’ Association 
(1853) and the civic purchase of Independence Hall, she highlighted key legislative 
milestones including the Antiquities Act (1906), the establishment of the National Park 
Service (1916), and the transformative National Historic Preservation Act (1966). The 
presentation concluded with contemporary challenges and expansions of the field, such as 
addressing climate change impacts on historic structures, revitalizing traditional building 
trades, and intentionally broadening preservation to encompass underrepresented cultural 
heritage and cultural sites like music birthplaces.  
 
Following the presentation, a question was raised regarding Historic American Building 
Survey (HABS) documentation methods. Stood clarified that while historic submissions are 
hand-drawn, contemporary work is typically completed using CAD, citing her own 
documentation of the Octagon Shelter in Cuyahoga Valley National Park as an example. 
 

4. Review of Building Permit Applications (Certificate of Appropriateness) 
 
    4a.  312 N Fifth Street    _____           _____ __________  CASE 2026-002 
Applicant: Anaïs Bowring 
Application: Roof and Staircase Change (Plan Amendment) 
 

Seeking to amend a previously approved project for the historically complex residence, a 
combined worker’s cottage (1845) and Greek Revival house (1855), Anaïs Bowring requested 
approval for two modifications. The proposal involved replacing the existing porch roof with 
a standing seam metal system (16-inch wide Slimline panels) and lowering the interior stair by 
one step to improve headroom, which would correspondingly reduce the exterior staircase by 
one step.  



During discussion, Bowring explained the changes were recommended by a new contractor for 
longevity and practicality. The Commission's dialogue focused on the detailing of the porch 
skirting. While the applicant’s drawings showed the skirting lowered, Commissioners expressed 
a preference for maintaining a continuous visual line with the foundation trim of the main 
house. Bowring agreed to adjust the design. Regarding the metal roof, Commissioners noted 
several existing metal roofs on porches within the district and found the material acceptable for 
this low-slope, minimally visible porch roof. The discussion also touched on future plans to re-
roof the main house with metal, with a suggestion to consider metal shingles for a more 
historically consistent appearance on the primary roof when that project is submitted. 

Moved by Commissioner Phillips, seconded by Commissioner Tobler, to approve the 
application for the roof and staircase modifications with the stipulation that the top line of 
the porch skirting must align with the existing foundation trim line of the house at 312 N 
Fifth Street. 

Ayes: Tobler, Phillips, Riebe, Salomon, Zellmer 
Nays: None 
Motion Passed: 5-0 

    4b.  501 South Street    _____         _____ _________________  CASE 2026-003 
Applicant: TJ Bollinger 
Application: Garage Roof Replacement 

Representing the homeowner, TJ Bollinger of KNS General Contracting presented an 
application for the complete deconstruction and reconstruction of a historically associated 
garage roof, originally used as a stable, located at the rear of the property. The need arose 
during a separate reroofing project when the garage structure was found to be unsound and 
sagging. The contractor and homeowner chose to pursue a full reconstruction to ensure 
structural integrity rather than partial repair.  

The proposal stipulated that all exterior architectural features, including the hip roof pitch, 
overhangs, and general appearance, would be precisely replicated. The only changes would 
be to the structural framing members, which would be upgraded to modern code-sized 
lumber, and the roof sheathing, which would be replaced with ½-inch CDX plywood. The 
new asphalt shingles would match those installed on the main house. The Commission 
confirmed that the work was a true like-for-like replacement with no aesthetic alterations. 

Moved by Commissioner Riebe, seconded by Commissioner Salomon, to approve the 
application for the garage roof reconstruction at 501 South Street as presented. 

Ayes: Tobler, Phillips, Riebe, Salomon, Zellmer 
Nays: None 
Motion Passed: 5-0 

5. Concept Review

5a.  420 South Street _____         __ ______________  CASE 2026-001 
Applicant: Steve Kuhn 
Application: New Construction 



Following the approved demolition of a non-contributing 1968 house, property owner Steve 
Kuhn, presented a conceptual design for a new single-family home on the cleared lot. The 
proposed two-story residence, designed by architect Dan Marshall in an English Arts and 
Crafts style, features natural stone accents, a prominent front porch, and a side-load (coach-
style) three-car garage set approximately 100 feet back from the street to minimize its 
presence. A detached garage/workshop is also planned for the rear of the deep lot. 
 
The Commission’s review focused on massing, scale, and contextual compatibility. 
Commissioners noted the design’s deliberate roofline articulation to break up mass and its 
generally appropriate scale compared to neighboring homes, including one tall historic house 
and newer constructions on South Street. Significant discussion concerned site 
planning: Kuhn confirmed that, at the city engineer's direction, he had eliminated a proposed 
second curb cut and would instead use a single driveway that branches to serve both 
garages. He also discussed ongoing grading challenges for the rear garage with the Building 
Department. The Commission provided favorable feedback, agreeing the design was 
contemporary yet contextual, with no false historicism. Kuhn was commended for engaging 
in early review and plans to return with formal construction documents for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness, likely in March. 
 
No action was taken as this was a preliminary concept review only. 

 
6. Secretary’s Report (Staff Updates) 
 

Preservation Planner Emily Stood shared the following updates: 
• Administrative Activity: One project has been approved administratively since the start of 

the new year. 
• 4 E State Property: The City Council has upheld the recent decision regarding this 

property. Discussions are now underway regarding potential next steps and paths 
forward for the site. 

• Preservation Month Planning: Staff will begin organizing events for Historic Preservation 
Month in May. Commissioners were asked to brainstorm and bring programming ideas 
to the next meeting. 

• Ongoing Programs: The window rehabilitation program and other ongoing initiatives 
continue to move forward. Staff look forward to the start of the spring construction 
season. 

 
7. New Business 

7a.   From the Commission: Commissioner Riebe sought clarification on the Commission's 
specific purview and evaluation criteria for new construction projects within the historic 
district, using the 420 South Street concept as a reference. In response, Preservation Planner 
Stood elaborated that while the design guidelines provide the formal framework, the 
Commission’s primary focus for new buildings is on broader contextual compatibility rather 
than minute architectural details.  
 
Key considerations include the building’s massing and scale in relation to neighboring 
contributing properties, appropriate setbacks, roof forms, and the general layout of 
structures on the lot (e.g., placement of garages). The goal is to ensure new buildings blend 
harmoniously with the historic district’s character without mimicking historic styles, thereby 
avoiding false historicism while still respecting the established streetscape. 
 
7b.   From the Public: No members of the public were present. 
 



8. Adjournment  
Motion to adjourn by Commissioner Salomon, seconded by Commissioner Tobler. Motion carried 
unanimously by verbal assent. Meeting adjourned at 8:20 PM. 
 



Community Development Department Report 

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

February 18, 2026 AGENDA ITEM 3A 18 Campbell St 
Resetting Front Steps 

HPC Case Number: 
2026-006 

Applicants / Owners 
Edward Condon 

  Request: 
Resetting Front Steps 

Staff Liaison: 
Emily Stood 
Preservation Planner 
(630)938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

BACKGROUND 

This is not the original site of the home acquired by Augustus & Betsey Conant 
on February 8, 1843. Eben Conant, the father of Augustus, originally built the 
house. Following his studies at Harvard College, Augustus returned to Geneva 
and served as the local Unitarian minister. The house was later connected to a 
stone cottage to the south and transferred to Eben Conant on July 27, 1858.  

Augustus Conant left Geneva in 1858, where he served as a Chaplain in the Civil 
War before dying of exposure on the battlefield in 1863. 

Later, it was the home of John (1827-1905) and Sarah Hight (d. 1888). John Hight 
came to Geneva in 1854 and was a wagonmaker on the east side of the Fox River 
until the Civil War. He was also a patternmaker and mechanic at W. H. Howell 
before becoming a custodian at the Kane County Courthouse after it was built 
in 1891.  

The house was later sold to Amanda Hight, the invalid sister of John Hight who 
cared for her. Upon her death, the First Street houses (wood and stone) were 
transferred to John Hight in 1888.  

2016 – from Campbell Street 

mailto:preservation@geneva.il.us
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Edward and Kate Raftery moved the house to the Campbell Street site in 1928 (lots 11 and 12) as a part of Kate 
Raftery's River Lane Beautification Project (1926-1950); a permit was issued in April 1928. Oliver C. and Grace 
(Hight) Kenyon sold the house at the southwest corner of First and Campbell (f/k/a Washington) streets to the 
Rafterys: house to be moved to "a lot near River Street.”. The full-width, front porch of the house was removed 
when relocated. A new house was built on the original site (see 202 S. First).  

The property is notable for its association with one or more significant persons, within the context of relocated 
buildings in Geneva, and as a part of Kate Raftery's River Lane Beautification Project (which began in 1926). The 
property is also notable for its association with architecture—specifically the Greek Revival style—and community 
development—specifically the Early Settlement Period of Geneva (1837-1857). 

Permits 
1987: Remodel 

1998: Roof Repair 

1999: Roof 

2010: Flat Roof; Driveway 

2014: Fence 

2015: Deck Renovation 

2016: Roof

1999 – From Campbell Street  
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REQUEST 3A:       
Resetting Front Steps 

HPC Case #2026-006 

The Applicant is proposing to remove and reset the front steps using original bricks, in order to repair the stair’s 
base. The porch was repointed in 2025, and the replaced mortar is already failing. The Applicant and 
contractor believe that by replacing the sub-base, the lifespan of the stairs will be extended further than 
with another round of repointing. The proposed mortar for resetting is a specialty stone veneer mortar with an 
acrylic additive. 

The bricks of the stairs have the Purington Brick Co. manufacturing stamp. Purington Brick Co. functioned out of 
East Galesburg from 1890 until 1974. Their main products were paving bricks until 1948, when asphalt 
became more popular for streets. Due to this, the bricks were known to be particularly hard in order to 
stand up to frequent use in streets and sidewalks. It is likely that this brick stair was introduced when the 
house was moved in 1928. 

 Existing Conditions Aerial View 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

The stairs proposed for work are not original to the house, but have likely existed since it was moved to its current 
location. The makeup of the stair’s base is unknown, and it is very possible that it is minor or nonexistent. By 
reinforcing that base, movement of the bricks is likely to lessen. As mortar is traditionally a sacrificial material, this 
removal and resetting proposal would preserve the primary construction elements of the stair. As with typical 
repointing projects, mortar selected for use should be softer than the brick to allow for movement of water and 
extend the lifespan of the brick. If, in the process of reconstruction, some bricks are in need of replacement, care 
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should be taken to select replacements of a similar hardness or color. Due to the historic popularity of Purington 
Bricks, salvaged bricks with similar makeups are still available for purchase today. 

Review for Conformity to SOI Standards 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the SOI Standards as applied 
to the proposed project:  

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.
No change in use is proposed with this proposal. 

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.
The material of the stair would be reused in the same formation.

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. No new architectural
details would be added in this proposal.

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in
their own right shall be retained and preserved. The stair was likely constructed within the
Period of Significance and relates to the area history as a project included in Kate Raftery’s
River Lane Beautification Project.

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property shall be preserved. The proposed reconstruction would be like
for like, with bricks in the same orientation. The stair has typical tuckpointing patterns which
can be replicated without additional details.

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. The bricks would be reused. Mortar is a sacrificial element and is designed
to be replaced over time.

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. No chemical or physical treatments of existing 
materials, scheduled to remain, are proposed.

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. No
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archeological resources are known to exist or are expected to be encountered in the proposed 
area of work. 

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. No new additions are proposed
with this permit.

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. No new additions are proposed with
this permit.

Design Guidelines for Historic Properties 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the adopted Design Guidelines 
for Historic Properties as applied to the proposed project:  

Maintain and Preserve Historic Doors and Entries. Functional and decorative features would be repaired 
and reset. Existing bricks would remain. 
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1930 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map

1945 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map

1923 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map at 202 S. First

1912 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map at 202 S. First

1905 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map at 202 S. First

1897 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map at 202 S. First

1891 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map at 202 S. First

Composition Roof
Shingle Roof

Frame Construction

Slate Roof
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Community Development Department Report 
  

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
   

February 18, 2026 
 AGENDA ITEM 3B 102 S Second Street  

 Security Installation 
   
HPC Case Number: 
2026-010 
 
 
 
Applicants / Owners 
Kevin O’Neill 

 
 
 
  Request: 
Security Installation 

 
 
 
 
Staff Liaison: 
Emily Stood 
Preservation Planner 
(630)938.4541 
preservation@geneva.il.us 
 
 

 BACKGROUND  

The Unitarian Universalist 
Church, located at 102 South 
Second Street, was constructed 
in 1843 using rubble stone from a 
nearby quarry northeast of the 
bridge, later covered with 
cement plaster. A bell was added 
in 1846, although the date of the 
belfry's installation remains 
unclear. A clapboard vestibule 
was added around 1880-1892, 
while the front doors were 
reportedly installed in 1855, 
although no documentation confirms this date. The vestibule was further 
modified in 1874, at which time the original front doors were relocated. These 
doors remain a character-defining feature of the building, though years of repair 
have led to the original stained finish being painted over to conceal extensive 
repairs and caulking. 
 
In 1955, ground was broken for an addition designed by architects Jacques C. 
Brownson and Bruno P. Conterato, with local contractor John B. Christensen 
overseeing the project, valued at $13,900 (HABS). This modern, minimalist one-
story wing, made of concrete block, was dedicated in 1956 and wrapped around 
the historic west elevation of the original structure, incorporating an office, 
kitchen, restroom, utility room, and a small meeting space. 
 
In 1989, the addition was further enlarged and connected to the Pioneer House, 
the former parsonage at 112 South Second Street, resulting in alterations to the 
south end of Brownson's original design. The church building underwent 
extensive restoration and renovation, with the sanctuary interior and windows 
updated in 1996 and the original exterior restored in 2004. A plaque from the 
Geneva History Museum was added in 1999 to commemorate its historical 
significance.  
 
In 2024, the UUSG was awarded a grant from the Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) to enhance the physical security of the facility. This grant is part 
of the Nonprofit Security Grant Program (NSGP) to help nonprofits to protect 
themselves from extremist attacks. This proposal is the next phase in that plan. 
 

  

 

 

2016 – From Second Strret 
 

mailto:preservation@geneva.il.us
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Permits 
2004: Restoration, Windows, Bell Tower 

2005: Renovation 

2007: Roof Replacement 

2013: Doors 

2019: Roof Replacement 

2020: Stoop 

2024: Window Replacement 

2025: Patio, Lighting, Windows

1999 – From Second Street  
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REQUEST 3B:          
Security Installation 

HPC Case #2026-010 

The Applicant is proposing installation of a set of security hardware elements, specifically cameras and exterior 
door access control devices, with the goal of providing additional security for the church campus. The goal of this 
phase of the NSGP involvement is to create a safer, more secure environment around the church campus. It 
follows earlier phases involving updating doors, windows, and outdoor lighting for security purposes, and has 
undergone Section 106 review as it involves a federal grant.   

The attachments to the 1843 Sanctuary would include cameras on the soffit and vestibule trim, with cabling routed 
through the attic and a closet. This would not affect the existing stucco, which is a characteristic material of the 
structure. On the 1885 Pioneer House, cameras would be installed on the porch soffit and some trim, which would 
not be visible. Most cabling would be routed from the interior. Additionally, a door access reader would be 
mounted on the door frame, with the existing door hardware to remain. On the additions, three cameras with 
cabling behind, two door access readers, and one intercom would be installed. The 1989 addition is non-
contributing. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

The goal of the Applicant, as in previous work done under this grant, has been to alter the historic portions of 
the church campus as little as possible. Concerns with this hardware installation would be twofold: the effect 
of the hardware on the character of the buildings, and the effect of the attachment on the structure of the 
buildings. Many of the installations are in similar locations to the lights which have been previously installed, which 

Proposal 
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would lower the impact on the character by clustering the modern elements together. Installation would avoid 
drilling into the stucco and masonry units, avoiding additional structural issues that could be caused by breaking 
that surface. Installation on masonry is required to be done in the mortar rather than the masonry unit by the 
Section 106 review. Existing hardware on the historic doors would remain, preserving that design detail. 

Review for Conformity to SOI Standards 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the SOI Standards as applied 
to the proposed project:  

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.
No change in use is proposed with this proposal. 

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.
No historic materials are proposed to be removed. Character-defining features would remain.

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. No new architectural
details would be added in this proposal. The security features would be differentiable from the
historic fabric.

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in
their own right shall be retained and preserved. The 1956 addition falls within the Period of
Significance. No historic materials are proposed to be removed.

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property shall be preserved. No historic materials are proposed to be
removed. Installation would be designed to interfere as little as possible with historic building
materials.

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. No historic materials are proposed to be removed or replaced.

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. No chemical or physical treatments of existing 
materials, scheduled to remain, are proposed.
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8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. No
archeological resources are known to exist or are expected to be encountered in the proposed
area of work.

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. No new additions are proposed
with this permit.

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. No new additions are proposed with
this permit.

Design Guidelines for Historic Properties 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the adopted Design Guidelines 
for Historic Properties as applied to the proposed project:  

Integrate Mechanical Equipment Without Adversely Affecting the Character of the Historic Building. The 
security system was designed with a sensitivity to the historic character of the property. When possible, 
fixtures and electrical conduits would be concealed or cause the least impact on material. 

2026 – Existing hardware on rear 
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Community Development Department Report 
  

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
   

February 18, 2026 
 AGENDA ITEM 3C 226 South River Lane  

 Window Replacements 
   
HPC Case Number: 
2026-011 
 
 
 
Applicants / Owners 
Timothy and Susan Fallon 

 
 
 
  Request: 
Window Replacements 

 
 
 
 
Staff Liaison: 
Emily Stood 
Preservation Planner 
(630)938.4541 
preservation@geneva.il.us 
 
 

 BACKGROUND  

The existing property was constructed in 1957. Before then, a stable existed on 
the site from at least 1891 to 1905. Sometime between then and 1912, the 
stable was demolished and the lot became empty. It was likely empty until the 
construction of the existing house in 1957.  
 
In 1958, the primary residents of the home were listed as Louis R Beale, his wife 
Susanne, and his son David. Beale worked at the Commonwealth Edison Co. and 
was a veteran of both World War II and the Korean Conflict, according to his 
obituary. David Beale served in the US Air Force. The Beale family remained in 
the home through Louis’ death in 1981. 

 
Permits 
2012: Fence 
 
2019: Driveway and Sidewalk 
 
2025: Fence; Roof; Driveway 
 

  

 

 

2016 – from River Lane 
 

mailto:preservation@geneva.il.us


 Agenda Item 3C 
Page 2 of 35 Permit Review 

 
REQUEST 3C:                                                                                                                                       
Window Replacements 

HPC Case #2026-011 

The Applicant is proposing to remove and replace the property’s windows with Marvin Elevate line replacements, 
which would have like dimensions, styles, and functions but be a change in material. The majority of the existing 
windows are likely original to the house, as they are wood with aluminum channel balances, a common style at 
the period of construction. The windows have had triple track aluminum frames applied on the exterior rather 
than the original removable storms and screens, which are believed to have been installed by the previous owners.  
 
The window replacement process was begun before the permit application, so windows 3 and 4 on the Franklin 
side have already been replaced. Upon notification of a need for a permit, a Stop Work Order was issued and 
Applicants provided information from their research process, along with additional information according to the 
Window Policy. The Applicants’ work plan would occur in phases due to the number of windows they’re proposing 
to replace. At this point, this proposal is for the other two windows, labeled 1 and 2, on the second story of the 
Franklin side. The proposal is to replace those two windows with the same type which were installed on the first 
story. Information on the replacement which has already occurred has also been provided. 
 

 

 

1 

3 4 

2 

2016 – from Franklin 
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Current and Proposed Window Specifications 

 

 

Type of 
Window 
& Window 
Details Windows 1 + 2 (Proposed for Replacement) 
Historic Window 
Material Wood Exterior and Interior, Aluminum Channel Balance 
Function Double Hung 
Lites 6/6 
Overall 
Dimensions 72” x 46” 
Single Window 
Dimensions 35” x 46” 
Specialty Glass N/A 
Original 
Hardware Brass Sash Lock and Handles 
Age Dates to 1957 – 69 Years Old 
 

In-Kind Replacement – Marvin Ultimate Wood 
Material Wood 
Function Double Hung 
Lites 6/6, SDL 
Overall 
Dimensions 

72” x 47 19/32” 

Single Window 
Dimensions 

35 ½” x 46” 

Specialty Glass N/A 
Hardware White Sash Lock and Handles 
 

Alternate Material Replacement – Marvin Elevate (PREFERRED) 
Material Wood Interior, Fiberglass Exterior 

Function Double Hung 
Lites 6/6, SDL 
Overall 
Dimensions 72” x 46 ½” 
Single Window 
Dimensions 36” x 46” 
Specialty Glass Low E-2 with Argon 
Hardware White Sash Lock and Handles 
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Previous and Existing Window Specifications 

 

Type of 
Window 
& Window 
Details Windows 3 + 4 (Have Been Replaced) 
Historic Window 
Material Wood Exterior and Interior, Aluminum Channel Balance 
Function Double Hung 
Lites 6/6 
Overall 
Dimensions 40 ½” x 55” 
Specialty Glass N/A 
Original 
Hardware Brass Sash Lock and Handles 
Age Dates to 1957 – 69 Years Old 
 

In-Kind Replacement – Marvin Ultimate Wood 
Material Wood 
Function Double Hung 
Lites 6/6, SDL 

Overall 
Dimensions 

40 ½” x 55” 

Specialty Glass N/A 
Hardware White Sash Lock and Handles 
 

Alternate Material Replacement – Marvin Elevate (PREFERRED) 
Material Wood Interior, Fiberglass Exterior 

Function Double Hung 
Lites 6/6, SDL 

Overall 
Dimensions 40 ½” x 55” 
Specialty Glass Low E-2 with Argon 
Hardware White Sash Lock and Handles 
 

Additional Alternate Material Replacement – Andersen 400 

Material Wood Interior, Fibrex Exterior 

Function Double Hung 
Lites 6/6 

Overall 
Dimensions 40” x 54” 
Specialty Glass Low E-4 SmartSun 
Hardware Not Specified 
Cost $8,207.62 
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Price Comparison – Repair vs. In-Kind Replacement vs. Replacement 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS  

These post-war windows would never have been traditionally full-wood windows with ropes and balances; rather, 
they are an early version of modern mixed materials in windows. The aluminum channel balances in the windows, 
typical to the period of construction for the home, are known to degrade over time and have fallen out of popular 
use in construction in favor of more modern balance systems. The repair estimate’s description of mechanical 
repair does not reflect the use of channel balances, rather mentioning pulleys and weights, but it is accurate to 
the level of repair possible. Because of the aging hardware, the Applicant’s repair estimate included changing the 
double hung function to a single hung function, reducing the windows’ capacity for climate control inside the 
home. Additionally, with the repair, the aluminum storm windows would be scheduled to remain.  

The preferred replacement would introduce a new material – fiberglass – into the property, with wood remaining 
on the interior of the windows. Fiberglass windows are typically given about a 50-year lifespan. It has a lower rate 
of expansion and contraction due to humidity and temperature than wood, which is the primary material of the 
windows still existing on the second story. Other than that material change, the size and design of the windows 
would be largely the same. Rather than the existing true divided lites (TDLs), simulated divided lites (SDLs) would 
be utilized. Currently, this detail of the existing windows is difficult to see because of the aluminum storm windows 
on the exterior. 

Review for Conformity to SOI Standards 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the SOI Standards as applied 
to the proposed project:  

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. 
No change in use is proposed with this proposal. 
 

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. 
Windows would be removed. Their replacements would be the same size, style, and function, 
but would be a different material.   
 

  Window (by Identification Number) 
   

 1 + 2 3 + 4 – replacement has occurred 
Repair $2,310 $2,310 
 

Replacement In-Kind $3,147.92 $3,611.12 
 

Marvin Elevate Replacement (PREF) $2,194.72 $2,567.83 
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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. No new architectural 
details would be added in this proposal. Focus would be on the windows, proposed for 
replacement with the same design. 
 

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in 
their own right shall be retained and preserved. The primary change that has ocurred to 
these windows is the application of the aluminum triple tracks on th exterior, which have not 
acquired historic significance. 

 
5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 

that characterize a property shall be preserved. The proposed replacement would create a 
loss in the window materials, including the wood window with aluminum channel balance 
which dates to the construction period.  
 

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. This proposal is for a replacement of existing materials. The preferred 
replacement would match the old in design and color, but would be a change in material.   
  

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. No chemical or physical treatments of existing 
materials, scheduled to remain, are proposed. 
 

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. 
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. No 
archeological resources are known to exist or are expected to be encountered in the proposed 
area of work. 
  

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. No new additions are proposed 
with this permit.  
 

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. No new additions are proposed with 
this permit.  
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Design Guidelines for Historic Properties 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the adopted Design Guidelines 
for Historic Properties as applied to the proposed project:  

Preserve Original and Historic Windows. This proposal would indicate a loss of historic fabric. 
Replacements would be the same dimensions, styles, and functions but would have a change in material. 
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Community Development Department Report 

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

February 18, 2026 AGENDA ITEM 4A 17 N Sixth Street 
Rehabilitation for Multi-Unit Housing 

HPC Case Number: 
2026-007 

Applicants / Owners 
Sean Gallagher 

  Request: 
Rehabilitation for Multi-
Unit Housing 

Staff Liaison: 
Emily Stood 
Preservation Planner 
(630)938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

BACKGROUND 

This property was constructed in approximately 1895. Its first appearance on a 
Sanborn Fire Insurance map was in 1897, where it is a two-story dwelling with a 
bay window on the south side. Additionally on the lot was a stable and two other 
outbuildings. By 1905, a one-story addition with a porch on its south side had 
been attached at the rear of the building, and a porch was added to the front 
facade on the north side. By 1923, the rear addition extended across the entire 
facade. Its form was consistent following that change.  

The original owner is unknown. Elsa E Carlson is listed in local phone books and 
newspapers as the primary resident from 1953 to 1974. From at least 1966 to 
1970, Kane County Medical Society was also run out of the house. By 1981, it 
fully transitioned to office space on the first floor. 

Permits 
2001 Porch Remodel 
2012 Roof 
2025 Garage 

2016 – from Sixth Street 
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REQUEST 4A:       
Rehabilitation for Multi-Unit Housing Concept Review 

HPC Case #2026-007 

The Applicant is undergoing a rehabilitation project which will revert the 
building from office space to a two-unit residential space. On the front 
façade, this will consist of porch stabilization and window rehabilitation. 
A new door, stairs, and windows are proposed on the front of the porch 
to accommodate for a wider door. Other windows visible from the 
street are proposed for repair. 
Work out of view from the right of way involves replacement of 
windows to accommodate the new interior plans, with siding infill as 
required. Most existing siding would remain and be repainted. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

The main area under review on this property is the 
front façade, as although it neighbors a parking lot, 
that is not technically a public right of way. The 
main impact of this proposal on that façade would 
be the porch rehabilitation project. According to 
Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, the porch does not 
appear to be original to the property. It does not 
appear on Sanborn maps through 1945. It is in 
need of stabilization, as it is not currently level and 
the fenestration is damaged. Outside of the 
changes on the porch, street-facing windows 
would be repaired, which is in line with the HPC Window Policy. New 
windows on the porch are proposed to be wood with true divided lites, 
with changes in the overall dimensions.  

Review for Conformity to SOI Standards 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the 
following analysis of the SOI Standards as applied to the proposed 
project:  

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. This proposal would indicate a return to the
original residential use. 

2026

2026 

2026 
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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.
The porch would be stabilized and windows on its sides would be repaired. The front façade
of the porch would be altered according to code, with a wider door, narrower windows, and
new steps.

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. Slight changes would
occur in the window design.

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in
their own right shall be retained and preserved. The porch was added after 1945. The
majority of its materials would be retained, with changing windows and door on the front
façade.

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property shall be preserved. Most materials visible from the public right
of way would remain. This would indicate a loss of two windows and the door from the non-
original porch.

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. Most materials visible from the public right of way would remain and be
repaired or undergo maintenance. Where windows would be changed due to need for a wider
door, like materials and layout would be like for like, with slight changes in dimension.

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. No chemical or physical treatments of existing 
materials, scheduled to remain, are proposed.

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. No
archeological resources are known to exist or are expected to be encountered in the proposed
area of work.

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
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the historic integrity of the property and its environment. No new additions are proposed 
with this permit.  

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. No new additions are proposed with
this permit.

Design Guidelines for Historic Properties 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the adopted 
Design Guidelines for Historic Properties as applied to the proposed project:  

Maintain and Preserve Historic Doors and Entries. The existing door is not historic. There 
would be a slight proportion change in the entry, but layout and form would generally remain the 
same. 

Maintain the Form, Design, and Materials of Historic Porches. The porch is not original to the 
property. Its overall form and materials would remain, with slight design changes in the 
proportions of the front door and windows. 
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Community Development Department Report 

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

February 18, 2026 AGENDA ITEM 4B 428 Ford Street 
Rehabilitation and Addition 

HPC Case Number: 
2026-008 

Applicants / Owners 
Sean Gallagher 

  Request: 
Rehabilitation and 
Addition 

Staff Liaison: 
Emily Stood 
Preservation Planner 
(630)938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

BACKGROUND 

It is possible that the 
original, 1.5-story, gable-
front house at 428 Ford 
Street was erected by 
Isaac Wilson. In June 
1856, Wilson sold the 
property (Lot 6, Block 23 
of the Original Town of 
Geneva) to Hiram Baer; 
within three weeks, Baer 
sold the property to 
Jacob Bennett. Bennett 
acquired a mortgage on 
the property in September 1856; however, it is unclear whether the mortgage 
was to purchase the improved property or to erect a dwelling. 

According to Geneva, Illinois: 150 Reminders of 150 Years, the existing, Upright-
and-Wing residence, with a Greek Revival broken pediment at the street-facing 
gable, was erected before 1856, when laborer Jacob Bennett purchased the 
property. At that time, only the Gable Front section to the west existed. 

Since its construction, the property has been the home of laborers and factory 
workers. Jacob Bennett and his wife sold the property to Francis Wilkins and his 
wife in January 1858. Mr. and Mrs. Wilkins, in turn, sold the property in July 1861 
to Joshua George, who owned the property until June 1866. Joshua George sold 
the property to Augustus H. Jennings. 

Based on research by local historians, the east wing was added in 1867 by then-
owner, Augustus Jennings. However, an 1869 aerial view of Geneva and Sanborn 
Fire Insurance maps suggest that the wing was added between September 1891 
and October 1897. 

In May 1873, Augustus Jennings sold the Ford Street property to Mr. F. Porter 
and his wife, who owned the property until October 1889, when Andrew Moody, 
a bachelor, purchased the property. He was the brother of Emma Carlson (see 
415 Ford Street).  

2016 – from Ford Street 
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Andrew Moody was born in Sweden in either August 1852 or August 1854 (historical documents differ on the date 
of his birth) and emigrated from his native Sweden in 1880. Moody acquired a mortgage from Mr. Porter in 1889. 
Andrew Moody paid off the mortgage in 1892 and, likely, undertook the remodeling of the home soon afterward. 
According to census records, Moody worked as a “day laborer” most of his life; however, he listed his occupation 
as “gardener” in 1910.  

Between 1891 and 1897, the original house was moved southwesterly on the lot. Simultaneously, a shed along 
the western lot line was either remodeled or reconstructed. Most probably, the present configuration of the 
residence at 428 Ford Street may be attributable to Andrew Moody who lived there until a short time before his 
death on January 24, 1927. Moody was likely assisted by his brother-in-law, John Carlson, a carpenter by trade. 
From about 1890 until 1907, the family of Andrew Moody's sister, Emma Carlson (see 415 Ford Street) shared the 
Ford Street home of her brother.  

The transformation of the house under the ownership of Andrew Moody is most clearly depicted through the 
earliest Sanborn Fire Insurance maps for this neighborhood of Geneva. The 1891 Sanborn Fire Insurance map 
shows that the original house and shed were roofed with wood shingles. By 1897, a front porch with wood shingles 
was constructed; the original section of the home was roofed with metal roofing (probably standing seam terne 
metal as protection from a heating stove flue); the east wing was in place with a wood shingle roof; the south 
lean-to with a wood-shingled roof had been added to the original section of the home; and a small wing with 
metal roofing was added to the south side of the east wing, connected to the south lean-to addition.  

Investigation of the interior of the home identifies the east wing as an early, three-bay, workers’ cottage, 
consisting of three rooms and dating to the late 1840s. The east wing of the home does not have a full foundation 
wall beneath it; consequently, the shallow crawlspace is subjected to the extremes of weather.  

The small house was enlarged with two additions at the rear (south) side by the close of the nineteenth century. 
It is difficult to determine the age and original configuration of the south lean-to addition at the original section 
of the home. Framing, visible at the basement, suggests that it was a small room with porches at both the west 
and east sides. The lean-to may have been a kitchen and may have been part of the house as depicted in the 1891 
Sanborn Fire Insurance map or added shortly afterward. The small addition constructed at the south side of the 
east wing may have been part of the original workers’ cottage or constructed shortly after the two early buildings 
were joined. Based on oral history and its location, the small room functioned either as a woodshed, unheated 
larder, or, perhaps, as a “jelly kitchen” or an attached “summer kitchen.” The metal roof suggests that a cooking 
or heating stove projected through the roof at the end of the nineteenth century. 

Based on photo documentation and fire insurance maps, the front porch with a sunburst gable was added to the 
front (north side) of the residence before October 1897. The original, first-floor windows and front door were 
altered at that time also.  

Before 1903, Andrew Moody acquired the western half of the adjoining property to the east (Lot 7, Block 23). 

By the end of World War I, the first floor of the original house was remodeled: a new hardwood floor was laid in 
the Living Room and Dining Room, and an archway was installed between the two rooms.  

In 1926, Andrew Moody filed a joint warranty deed to the benefit of his nephew LeRoy (“Roy”) Carlson and his 
wife, Hazel. After Andrew Moody’s death in 1927, Roy and Hazel Carlson became the owners of the Ford Street 
property, where they raised two sons. Roy Carlson died in 1949; Hazel died in 1993.  Their youngest son, James 
(b. 1945) and his wife, Carol lived in the Ford Street home until November 2016. 
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Between the close of World War II and Roy Carlson’s death in 1949, several modifications to the property were 
completed. The front porch at the west section of the house was removed; the front porch at the east section of 
the house was removed and replaced with a larger, enclosed porch; and the west wing of the house was set on a 
new concrete block foundation. A boiler was installed in the new basement and a chimney was erected alongside 
the west wall of the house. An indoor bathroom was fashioned from two original bedrooms in the east section of 
the home. The rear addition was also remodeled.  

The south addition at the east section of the house has been remodeled numerous times and served, lastly, as a 
small television room. Although some of the windows and interior doors are original to the house, many have 
been replaced over time, prior to the most recent acquisition of the property. 

The 428 Ford Street property remained within the Moody-Carlson family from 1889 until 2016, a period of 127 
years. Andrew Moody, who apparently was responsible for the majority of the evolution of the home that exists 
today, lived in the house for 37 years. Hazel J. Carlson, the widow of Moody’s nephew, lived in the house for 
approximately 50 years; her son, Jim Carlson, lived in the house for the majority of 71 years.   

The property is notable within a context of Swedish properties in Geneva and for its association with one or more 
significant persons, architecture, community development—specifically the Early Settlement Period of Geneva 
(1837-1857). 

1902 Image Featuring Porch – from Ford Street 
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REQUEST 4B:          
Rehabilitation and Addition Concept Review 

HPC Case #2026-008 

The Applicant is proposing a 
large rear addition with a 
hyphenated connection to the 
existing property. In addition, 
the Applicant is proposing a 
reconstruction of the historic 
porches based off existing 
images and documentation. The 
Applicant has been in contact 
with the state in order to apply 
for the Residential Tax freeze, 
and has been given approval 
from them to move forward with 
the project. At this point, they Render of Proposal – from Ford Street

are interested in any comments fr om the HPC before moving forward on the full drawing set. Renders 
have been provided of the proposal for a better visualization of the massing and setbacks involved in the 
addition. 

This property has previously appeared before the HPC – under a different property owner – for 
a demolition request which was denied. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

This addition would greatly increase the size of the house. As required by the SHPO for tax freeze eligibility, this 
addition would be separated from the existing structure by a hyphenated connection in the rear of the house. 
That hyphenated connection also creates a notable distance from the street to the addition on the front of the 
property. On the street-facing side, the addition also would not extend past the existing house. The addition does 
have some notably modern details, especially the windows, which differentiate from the existing house. 
Similar siding material would be used throughout, which is characteristic to the property. The addition 
would have a higher roofline than the existing house, which developed out of need for modern ceiling 
heights. Slope of the landscape somewhat reduces that height shift. The recreation of the two porches 
would be a return to an earlier condition based on substantiated photographic evidence.   

Existing material would largely remain, with repairs and maintenance scheduled. The non-historic chimney would 
be removed. New storm windows and gutters, which are outside the scope of review, would be installed. 

Review for Conformity to SOI Standards 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the SOI Standards as 
applied to the proposed project:  
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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.
Use would not change under this proposal. 

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.
The majority of the historic material on the property would remain, other than the sections
necessary to facilitate the connection of the addition.

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. There is photographic
evidence of the porches proposed to be added. The addition would utilise similar materials to
the existing house with some modern architectural details, particularly the dimensions and
layout of the windows.

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in
their own right shall be retained and preserved. The existing stoop would be replaced with a
resonstructed porch in this application. Evidence of a porch existing on the site exists back to
the 1897 Sanborn Fire Insurance map and was removed midway through the 20th century.

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property shall be preserved. The majority of the historic material on the
property would remain, other than the sections necessary to facilitate the connection of the
addition.

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. The majority of the historic material on the property would remain, other
than the sections necessary to facilitate the connection of the addition.

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. No chemical or physical treatments of existing 
materials, scheduled to remain, are proposed.

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. No
archeological resources are known to exist or are expected to be encountered in the proposed
area of work.
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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. The majority of this addition would 
not affect the physical materials of the property. It would be differentiable both physically,
with the hyphen, and by style, in details such as the windows. Similar rooflines and siding
material would be utilized. This project would indicate a large increase in mass, which the
design works to mitigate with the use of setbacks and the slope of the landscape.

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. Due to the use of the hyphen, the
majority of this addition would not be directly attached to the existing property. This would
make the removal possible without impairing existing form and imparity.

Design Guidelines for Historic Properties 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the adopted Design Guidelines 
for Historic Properties as applied to the proposed project:  

Allow Building Expansions that Maintain the Character of the Historic Building. The new addition would 
be located at the rear of the historic building. The details of the building would be differentiable from the 
existing one, with similar materials and rooflines being used overall. The porches on the front which are 
proposed to be rebuilt are substantiated by photographic evidence. 

Maintain the Form, Design, and Materials of Historic Porches. This proposal would involve a 
reconstruction of historic porches. Most materials no longer exist, but construction would occur based on 
photographic evidence. 



Historic Maps + Images

Page 7 of 27



Historic Maps + ImagesPage 8 of 27

1945 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map1930 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map
1923 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map

1912 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map

1905 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map

1897 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map

1891 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map (fragment)

1869 Bird’s Eye
1892 Atlas



Historic Maps + ImagesPage 9 of 27

C 1900 

1902



Historic Maps + ImagesPage 10 of 27

1936



Site

Page 11 of 27



SitePage 12 of 27

Approximate Focus of Work



Existing Condition

Page 13 of 27



Existing ConditionPage 14 of 27



Existing ConditionPage 15 of 27



Existing ConditionPage 16 of 27



Existing ConditionPage 17 of 27



Existing ConditionPage 18 of 27



Proposal

Page 19 of 27



ProposalPage 20 of 27



ProposalPage 21 of 27



ProposalPage 22 of 27



ProposalPage 23 of 27



ProposalPage 24 of 27



ProposalPage 25 of 27



ProposalPage 26 of 27



ProposalPage 27 of 27



Community Development Department Report 

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

February 18, 2026 AGENDA ITEM 4C 410 W State Street 
Addition and Remodel 

HPC Case Number: 
2026-009 

Applicants / Owners 
Rob Costello

  Request: 
Addition and Remodel 

Staff Liaison: 
Emily Stood 
Preservation Planner 
(630)938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

BACKGROUND 

This lot was empty until at least 
1946, according to Sanborn Fire 
Insurance maps and historic 
aerials. A local phone book from 
1956 lists the site for the first 
known time. The site acted as a 
pair of offices; listed are Walter G 
Nurnberg Insurance Agency, 
Walter G Nurnberg Justice of the 
Peace, Herbert L Thoreson 
Optometrist, and Charlotte R 
Thoreson Optometrist. 

The use as offices continued, with the same inhabitants until at least 1958. In 
1962, the optometrist office remained the same, but Bill Grossklag's Insurance 
Agency replaced Nurnberg. By 1970, only Dr. Charlotte Thoreson was working 
at the optometry office, as Dr. Herbert Thoreson had passed. Grossklag 
remained as the other tenant. By 1974, the Geneva Chronicle had replaced 
Grossklag. In 1978, Dr. Roy Bishop took over the optometric practice. In the 1999 
survey, the site was a hair studio and tailors. Today, it is a restaurant. 

The property is a rarer example of the Mid-Century Modern style in the district 
and displays evolving commercial styles along State Street. 

Permits 

1987 Remodel 
1991 Sign 
2004 Sign 
2007 Sign 
2009 Exterior Rehabilitation 
2010 Patio, Door Enclosure and Awning 
2011 Shade Structure, Concrete Pad 
2014 Gazebo 
2015 Roof Replacement 
2019 Patio 
2020 Fence 
2023 Sign 

2016 – from W State Street 

mailto:preservation@geneva.il.us
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REQUEST 4C:          
Addition and Rehabilitation Concept Review 

HPC Case #2026-009 

The Applicant is interested in expanding their property to 
the west, into the space which is currently occupied by a 
patio. In addition to the expansion, they are proposing a 
remodel of their existing storefront. Goals of the 
project also include adding more accessible egress and 
creating convertible outdoor space in the addition 
when weather appropriate. They are requesting a concept 
review before moving forward with creating drawings for 
permit in order to understand what may be appropriate or 
inappropriate to change on the existing storefront, as well 
as any concerns on the addition concept. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

There are very few commercial mid-century modern 
properties in the district, making this property a valuable 
example of that architectural evolution in. The canopy, 
angled windows, and asymmetrical design all identify this 
property as mid-century modern. These characteristics of 
the style are important to consider in the remodel of the 
existing storefront. The current proposal involves major 
changes on the storefront windows in particular, where it 
may be more appropriate to retain the existing partial wall 
and angle, even while making smaller changes for 
accessibility options. 

On the addition, more flexibility may be possible in order 
to create something differentiable but compatible. 
Additional design elements which would set the addition 
apart from the existing property are the setback 
and utilizing a more modern style in the addition while 
retaining the existing style on the existing property. 

While paint is not regulated in the permitting process, it should be noted that painting unpainted masonry in 
historic buildings is known to accelerate issues with water damage and aging. It can also be difficult to upkeep 
that paint due to those water issues. Additionally, the exposed stone façade is another characteristic detail of the 
mid-century modern. One option may be to attach painted panels to the mortar, not the masonry units, rather 
than painting right on the wall, which would be removable and avoid damaging those masonry units. While this 
may come up in Concept Review discussion, it is outside the scope of the actual Permit Review. 

2016 – looking southeast 

2016 – looking southwest 

Proposal – from State Street 
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Review for Conformity to SOI Standards 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the SOI Standards as applied 
to the proposed project:  

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.
No change in use is indicated with this proposal. 

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.
The  existing storefront is a character-defining feature of the property, and is proposed to be
changed under this concept review.

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. Features of the
addition would be seperated from the existing property by a setback. The current proposal,
especially the modernization of the existing storefront through the lengthened, non-angled
windows, may contribute to a misunderstanding of the property’s development as being
constructed as one piece, rather than in two phases.

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in
their own right shall be retained and preserved. The proposal would not affect spaces which
have changed and gained significance.

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property shall be preserved. The proposed storefront remodel would
replace the windows and doors, with some features changing. Construction techniques such
as the slanted windows are characteristic of the mid-century modern style.

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. The proposed storefront remodel would replace the windows and doors,
with some details changing.

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. No chemical or physical treatments of existing 
materials, scheduled to remain, are proposed.

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. No
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archeological resources are known to exist or are expected to be encountered in the proposed 
area of work. 

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. The proposed addition would have
a setback and would have a different style from the existing building. It would have similar
proportions to the existing building. Care should be taken to ensure any addition would be
differentiable when paired with possible changes to an existing storefront.

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 proposed addition would be
integrated into the existing building along the west side. It would not break into the existing
form. If constructed, removal in future would only require reconstruction or repair starting at
the setback on the west wall.

Design Guidelines for Historic Properties 

Staff submits, for the Commission’s review and discussion, the following analysis of the adopted Design Guidelines 
for Historic Properties as applied to the proposed project:  

Maintain Historic Materials and Original Configuration 
of Storefronts. Under this proposal, the storefront 
configuration and materials would change.  

Construct and Build Additions to Historic Commercial 
Buildings so that Historic Building Features are 
Unaffected. The addition would be on the side of the 
building with a setback, and would be the same height as 
the existing building. Care should be taken to ensure the 
existing building and the addition are differentiable when 
pairing work on the existing storefront with the addition. 
Similar construction materials and proportions would 
help to make the addition and existing building 
compatible. 

2026 – from W State Street 
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