Meeting Agenda

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

MEETING LOCATION &
HPC INFORMATION

TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 2019 MEETING

Location:
FONA International
FONA Center
1900 Averill Road
Geneva, IL 60134

1.

Call to Order

2.

Roll Call

3.

Time:
7:00 p.m.

Approval of Meeting Minutes
May 21, 2019
May 28, 2019

4.

HPC Public Hearings
A. South Geneva Historic District
CASE 2018-205
Applicant:
Karen Buckley, Bill and Amy Cook, Jill Leo,
Gillian McNamara, and Marsha Reinecke
Application for:
Historic District Designation

Commissioners:
Paul Zellmer, Chairman
Jim Hamilton
Al Hiller
George Salomon
George Stazin
David Warner
Carolyn Zinke

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

Deliberation and Recommendation following the closing of a Public
Hearing on May 21, 2019. Case documents (including nomination
submittals, objections, letters of support, and Staff Recommendation
with maps) may be accessed at: Proposed South Geneva Historic
District or by visiting the Development Projects section of the City of
Geneva website: www.geneva.il.us
5.

Review of Conceptual Projects
A. 208 South River Lane
CASE 2019-039
Applicant:
Edward and Deborah Peterka, Owners
Brad Saelens, BDS Architecture
Application for: Demolition of Existing, Attached Garage and
Construction of a New, Attached Garage.

6.

Review of Building Permit Applications
A. 201 North Third Street
CASE 2019-005
Applicant:
Frank and Lori Giampoli, Owners
Sean Gallagher – Gallagher Associates
Application for: Modifications to Approved Plans for a Significant
property based on Field Investigation.

The Geneva Historic Preservation Commission meeting is audio-recorded, and summary minutes are
transcribed 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 and 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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Review of Building Permit Applications (continued)
B. 124 Stevens Street
CASE 2019-035
Applicant:
Kurt Beier, Owner
Collin Prisbrey / Krystene Allen, Solgen Power
Application for: Request to install Solar Roof Panels at a
Contributing property.

Time:
7:00 p.m.

C. 112 North Fifth Street
CASE 2019-040
Applicant:
Mike Holmes and Caitlyn Reimer, Owners
Ben Hinds / Brian Hinds, BGH Construction

Commissioners:
Paul Zellmer, Chairman
Jim Hamilton
Al Hiller
George Salomon
George Stazin
David Warner
Carolyn Zinke

Application for: Request to consider relocation / elimination of
historic wood windows at a Contributing property.
D. 316 Campbell Street
CASE 2019-041
Applicant:
Sue Hadley / Deb Hilton, Country Naturals
Alex Teipel, Architectural Resources
Application for: Request to modify an existing Entry Stoop and
Overhang at a Contributing property.
E. 227 Ford Street
Applicant:

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

CASE 2019-042
Mike and Lisa Riebe, Owners
Sean Gallagher – Gallagher Associates

Application for: Modifications to Approved Plans for a
Significant property.
7.

Secretary’s Report (Staff Updates)

8.

New Business
A. From the Commission
B. From the Public

9.

Adjournment

Next HPC Meeting: July 16, 2019
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.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
MINUTES
FONA International – FONA Center
1900 Averill Road
Geneva, Illinois, 60134
May 21, 2019
1.

Call to Order

Chairman Zellmer called to order the May 21, 2019 meeting of the Geneva Historic
Preservation Commission at 7:00 p.m.
2.

3.

Roll Call
Present HPC:

Chairman Zellmer, Commissioners Hamilton, Hiller, Stazin, Warner,
Zinke

Absent:

Commissioner Salomon

Staff Present:

Historic Preservation Planner Michael Lambert; Community Development Director David DeGroot, City Atty. Michael Rachlis.

Others Present:

Charles Ellenbaum, 707 Shady Ave.; Gillian McNamara, 418 Easton
Ave.; Tom and Susan Tyndall, 805 Forrest Ave.; Peter Yi, 505
Maveview; Denise Ward, 418 Dodson St.; Charles Bauman, 949 S.
Batavia Ave.; Sharon Jones, 27 N. Bennett, #305; Katie Tegge, 398
Elizabeth Pl.; Jacki and Dave Saylor, 509 Easton Ave.; Melinda East,
909 S. Batavia Ave.; John Owens, 802 Forrest Ave.; Jennifer Gustafson,
932 S. Batavia Ave.; Sarah Walkington, 728 Shady Ave.; Michelle
Demaray, 113 Fulton St.; Tom Simonian, 921 S. Batavia Ave.; Planet
Depos Court Rptr. Joanne Ely; and Recording Secretary Celeste
Weilandt.

Approval of April 16, 2019 Minutes

Minutes of April 16, 2019 Meeting – Minutes were approved on motion by Commissioner
Hiller, second by Commissioner Hamilton. Motion carried by voice vote of 6-0.
4.

HPC Public Hearing
The Chairman entertained a motion to open the public hearing.

Motion by Commissioner Warner, second by Commissioner Stazin to open the public
hearing for the South Geneva Historic District. A voice vote was taken. Motion passed 6-0.
A.
South Geneva Historic District (Case # 2018-205). Applicant: Karen Buckley, Bill
and Amy Cook, Jill Leo, Gillian McNamara and Marsha Reinecke. Application for South Historic
District Designation. Chairman Zellmer swore in those individuals who would be speaking in the
public hearing tonight. He called upon those individuals who signed up to speak.
Ms. Denise Ward, 418 Dodson St., explained she did not reside in the proposed historic
district but discussed how this case affected her and her observations of the situation overall.
Ms. Ward addressed Secretary of Interior Standard No. 5 – Sense of Time and Place – believing
some of the answers provided were vague and subjective. She provided examples. She reviewed
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some of the testimony that was provided by Mr. Yi and the Tegges at the March meeting recalling
the Tegges testified their commitment to 398 Elizabeth Place as their “forever” home and would be
sensitive to the home’s history. She believed they already demonstrated the types of stewards
they would be. Ms. Ward stated that Mr. Peter Yi’s testimony – he purchased a lot at 814 S.
Batavia Avenue -- made the most sense by asking the applicants to withdraw their application.
She recalled for the commissioners the difficulty and frustration that Mr. Yi had to go through living
within the confines of a first floor and that he wanted to construct an accessible home to meet his
needs, with the assistance of the City, regardless of the outcome of the application.
Ms. Ward shared some of her other thoughts regarding the overall situation and stated that
it appeared ironic that only three years after approving changes to the historic preservation
ordinance while keeping the provision that owner consent is not required, today was an example of
owners attempting to create a district without an owner’s consent. She read a quote by Alderman
Bruno in a newspaper article which applied to the matter at hand. Ms. Ward recommended a
remedy by asking the applicants to withdraw their application and for the Historic Preservation
Commission to amend the application by removing 814 South Batavia Avenue so that Mr. Yi could
construct his wheelchair-accessible home.
Ms. Katie Tegge, submitted her written testimony to Preservation Planner Michael Lambert.
Mr. John Owens, 802 Forest Ave, opposed the application, stating the home was sold, the
lot was split, and to use the Historic Preservation Commission as a strong-hold, was wrong.
Ms. Jennifer Gustafson, 932 Batavia Avenue, stated she was advised to provide staff with
the corrected objection forms for Michael and Gail Bataglia. She called attention to the objections
that were updated on the City’s website. Three of the nominators on this petition filed objections to
the district but she did not see them in the audience now and asked if anyone knew their status.
Ms. Sarah Walkington, 728 Shady Avenue, submitted a supplemental written statement in
response to staff’s recommendation that was proposed at the end of the last public hearing.
Mr. Charles Ellenbaum, 707 Shady Avenue (Bridge House), explained he was suspicious of
the restrictions being mentioned by the public, pointing out they were not the same restrictions as
those in the historic district located north of the tracks, recalling the prior preservation planner had
indicated that most renovations could be done as long as they kept the character of the house.
Mr. Ellenbaum shared his frustration about a builder who let a home formerly owned by Mayor
Fargo’s daughter to fall into disrepair only to be demolished to construct two homes on the lot. It
grieved him that there was no respect to the homes in order to pass them on to the next generation
in order to cherish their heritage. Mr. Ellenbaum reiterated the need for protections of historic
districts, especially for a town that prides itself on its historic homes. He stated compromises exist
and he was not seeing them currently.
Ms. Michelle Demaray, 113 Fulton Street, shared her experience when working with the
Historic Preservation commissioners regarding the renovations of her home. For the proposed
application, she believed there was concern that the commission may be overstepping its reach
and would not allow reasonable changes to one’s home in a historic district. (Commissioner
Zellmer provided a response.)
Mr. Tom Tyndall, 805 Forrest, stated that he moved into his current home three years ago
and had it been in a historic district, he would not have purchased it. He made changes to his
home but believed imposing the district on the area was unfair and he believed others should be
able to make changes to their home.
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Chairman Zellmer invited the applicants to make a final statement.
Ms. Gillian McNamara, 418 Easton Avenue, reminded the commission and public the
application for the proposed district began in June 2018 as a grassroots effort by the neighbors
who wanted to retain the beauty and charm of the historic neighborhood and protect as many
historically significant homes as possible. While landmarking the Atwater House itself would have
been the easy route, Ms. McNamara said it did not create a protection for the other historic homes
in the area, along with protection of the Batavia Avenue gateway and its heavily wooded lots.
Ms. McNamara pointed out that if it were not for the City’s current commitment to historic
preservation, the City would only have four landmarked homes. She emphasized the tourism that
was drawn to the City, the attention from national TV stations, Hollywood celebrities, and the
overall “economic machine” to the City due to its commitment to historic preservation.
Ms. McNamara stated she would provide a letter with exhibits to staff and to each
commissioner which highlighted false testimony provided by objectors, along with written proof of
the truth. Also, her letter would address misinformation intentionally distributed by objectors to
members of the proposed South Geneva Historic District. Ms. McNamara closed by thanking the
commissioners, stating she believed the application stood on its own.
Commissioner Hiller stated that when he reviewed the previous minutes, Mr. Yi’s comments
were that the designation would prohibit construction, wherein Commissioner Hiller clarified that
designation does not prohibit construction. He proceeded to review the properties within the
current historic district that were demolished or the lots subdivided and inserted in their place were
new homes. Commissioner Hiller explained the preservation ordinance requires the commission to
follow the Illinois Secretary of Interior Standards, as applied to residential homes and to
commercial buildings. Details followed. He closed by stating the commission’s role was not to
discourage growth but to preserve character.
Commissioner Zinke asked Ms. Demaray about the status of her siding project wherein
Ms. Demaray provided her response that it was not sided due to her husband losing his job a week
after the siding replacement request. The home was up for sale.
Mr. Lambert submitted a packet of letters of objections and in support of the application to
each of the commissioners, the recording secretary and to the court reporter, exclusive of tonight’s
submittals. No further discussion followed. The Chairman entertained a motion to close the public
hearing.
Motion to close the public hearing was made by Commissioner Stazin, second by
Commissioner Warner. Roll call:
Aye:
Nay:

Hamilton, Hiller, Stazin, Warner, Zinke, Zellmer
None
MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 6-0

(Commissioners took a short break at 7:42 p.m.; reconvened at 7:51 p.m.)
Chairman Zellmer proceeded to ask the commissioners if the proposed district’s boundaries
in the nomination or those expanded boundaries submitted by staff met the requirements of the
ordinance. All commissioners were in agreement that they followed Standards Nos. 1 through 6.
Asked if the original application met the criteria for having significant events or significant
people associated with the properties, all commissioners were in agreement they did.
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Asked if the criteria for the Period of Significance (1855-1988) met the criteria,
commissioners were in agreement they did.
Chairman Zellmer explained the options before the commissioners: either review each
structure as originally proposed for the district or review them by street and discuss whether they
meet the architectural criteria, the period of significance and whether the properties meet all six
standards of the designation. The commission could also continue the meeting to review the
material that was provided by staff. Commissioner Hamilton preferred to review the material;
Commissioner Zinke preferred to discuss the structures street by street or by neighborhood.
Commissioner Warner preferred to review the parcels as amended.
Chairman Zellmer recommended reviewing the original proposal area by area, and then the
amendment.
The following properties were reviewed:
322 Cheever Avenue was identified as a non-contributing property and would be removed
from the application.
707 Shady Avenue was identified as a significant property and commissioners were in
agreement that almost all six standards were met and the structure met the City’s ordinance.
715 Shady Avenue was identified as a contributing property and commissioners were in
agreement that the requirements of the City’s preservation ordinance and the SOI Standards were
met.
Preservation Planner reminded the commissioners they were reviewing the properties
collectively.
707 Shady Avenue, 715 Shady Avenue, 716 Shady Avenue, 734 Shady Avenue, 740
Shady Avenue and 316 Elizabeth Place – Commissioners agreed the properties satisfied the
requirements of the standards of designation. As for 715 Shady Avenue and 707 Shady Avenue,
Commissioner Zinke believed they did not fit in or feel right but that the owners should consider
local landmarking instead. Commissioners Warner, Hamilton, Stazin were in agreement with
staff’s recommendation for this group of structures.
398 Elizabeth Place, 425 Easton Avenue and 814 Batavia Avenue (empty lot) Commissioners were in overall agreement that the standards were met and the structures fit in the
proposed district. Commissioner Zinke noted that 398 Elizabeth Place was the most important
building, due to its architecture and the famous individuals who lived in the home previously. Also,
the three parcels at 814 Batavia Avenue had historically been part of 398 Elizabeth Place
previously, which was significant. The lots contained beautiful mature trees and topography. The
structure at 425 Easton was a renovation of the carriage barn for the Atwater property which was
also historic.
464 Easton Avenue and 418 Easton Avenue – Chairman Zellmer noted the scale and
character were met for 464 Easton with the rest of the area, although the home at 464 Easton
Avenue by itself was not constructed within the period of significance.?
809 Batavia Avenue and 825 Batavia Avenue – Commissioners were in agreement that the
homes were within the period of significance and met the requirements of the City’s ordinance.
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945 Batavia Avenue and 949 Batavia Avenue – Commissioners were in agreement that the
homes were within the period of significance and met the City’s ordinance.
944 Batavia Avenue, 934 Batavia Avenue and 517 Peck Road – Commissioners were in
agreement the scale of these homes fit in with the other homes of the area and met the criteria of
the historic district. Discussing 934 Batavia Avenue, Commissioner Zinke pointed out that while
the house was newer, the land that it sat upon was part of the original land purchase by Ralph
Haskins, one of the City’s pioneers, who constructed a home around circa 1840, which was later
purchased by William and Melissa Hunt one of founders of the Gothic Cottage School.
1010 Hawthorne Lane – Commissioners agreed the property met the standards of
designation and the property fit in with the scale of the homes within the neighborhood.
As mentioned above, commissioners agreed that the home at 322 Cheever Avenue would
be eliminated because it did not meet the period of significance.
Moving on, the Chairman asked how the commissioners wanted to move forward, (i.e.,
continue to review properties to enlarge the district or continue the meeting to another date to
consider the information presented this evening). Commissioner Hiller suggested reviewing those
properties in the amendment, while others supported continuing the hearing. A review followed:
909 Avenue, 935 Avenue and 902 Batavia Avenue - Commissioners agreed that 902
Batavia Avenue was valid and the home smoothed out the boundary. 909 Batavia Avenue and
935 Batavia Avenue fit the scale of the neighborhood and met the standards for designation.
406 Peck Road, 516 Peck Road, and 501 Peck Road - Commissioners agreed the
standards for designation were met.
728 Shady Avenue, 737 Forrest Avenue, and 805 Forrest Avenue - Commissioners agreed
the standards for designation were met.
Hearing no further discussion and suggesting that the commission review the material given
to the them by staff, Chairman Zellmer entertained a motion to continue the meeting to a date
certain, that date being June 18, 2019.
Motion by Commissioner Stazin, second by Commissioner Warner to continue the
discussion to June 18, 2019. Motion passed by voice vote of 5-1. (Nay: Hamilton)
(Commissioners took a short break at 8:51 p.m.; reconvened at 8:55 p.m.)
5.

Secretary’s Report (Staff Updates)

There was no official report, but staff was continuing work on the architectural survey
update as time permitted. In reviewing the packet of support/objections, Planner Lambert said the
information was current as of 3:30 p.m. this afternoon. He would email the new information to the
commissioners but also stated the information would be on the City’s web site.
6.

New Business
A.

From the Commission: None.
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B.
7.

From the Public: None.

Adjournment

It was reported by staff that there would be a special Historic Preservation Commission
meeting on May 28, 2019 at the East Side Drive Fire Station, but no agenda was posted yet. The
June 18, 2019 meeting would be at FONA.
There being no further business to come before the Historic Preservation Commission, the
meeting was adjourned at 9:02 p.m. on motion by Commissioner Stazin, second by Commissioner
Warner. Motion carried unanimously by voice vote of 6-0.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
MINUTES
Geneva Fire Department
Lower Level Training Room
200 East Side Drive
Geneva, Illinois, 60134
May 28, 2019
1.

Call to Order

Chairman Zellmer called to order the May 28, 2019 meeting of the Geneva Historic
Preservation Commission at 7:00 p.m.
2.

Roll Call
Present HPC:

Chairman Zellmer, Commissioners Hamilton, Hiller, Salomon, Warner,
Zinke

Absent:

Commissioner Stazin

Staff Present:

Historic Preservation Planner Michael Lambert; Community Development Director David DeGroot

Others Present:

Christopher Aiston, Jonathan Fine, Fr. Mark Tusken, Virginia and William
Spring, David Walker, John A. Temple, Arney Silvestri

Chairman Zellmer announced that Item No. 4 was removed from the agenda at the request of the
applicant.
3.

Review of Planned Unit Development

A.
325 S. Fourth Street – Larrabee House (Case #2018-115). Applicant: St. Mark’s
Church, Chris Aiston, Arney Silvestry and David Walker. Application: Request to consider
replacement of historic wood windows with aluminum-clad windows at a significant property.
Historic Preservation Planner Michael Lambert recalled the commissioners had reviewed this
proposal prior as a concept review and as final Planned Unit Development. The request was now
before the commission for window replacement for the Larrabee House which was part of the
St. Mark’s Church campus. Mr. Lambert reviewed the historical background for the 1854
significant home. A review of the window alternations over time also followed, along with historic
photographs of the home, one of which had included a wrap-around porch originally.
Recalling that commissioners reviewed the project in June 2018 as a preliminary PUD,
Mr. Lambert indicated he spoke and met with Mr. Walker and Father Tusken about the overall
process and plans for the church, the window policy, the siding policy and the HPC review process.
A timeline of events followed. The petitioner was now seeking an amendment to the PUD.
Mr. Lambert reported that three images of existing windows and their condition were provided to
him prior to the meeting. He recalled for commissioners that one of the requirements the
commission sought, consistent with similar requests by other applicants, was a window survey to
review the condition of the windows. Examples followed for reference. Also submitted by the
applicant as case studies were photographs of two National Registered buildings that had window
replacement: the American Brewery Company in Baltimore, Maryland and the Pizitz Building in
Birmingham, Alabama. (Background on the two buildings followed.)
Representing the applicant, Mr. Christopher Aiston, a member of St. Mark’s Parish,
summarized his professional background in regional planning and historic preservation. He
reported that people visit the City of Geneva because it takes them back in time but they do not
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concern themselves as to whether windows on a building are wooden or vinyl-clad or if the siding
is real wood or not. Mr. Aiston explained why it was preferred to replace the wooden windows in
this project versus restoring them. He proceeded to review various sections of the City’s historic
preservation ordinance as it pertained to this project, stating the preservation ordinance offered
guidelines and that one should repair first rather than replace, assuming the windows are original
or historic. He noted that staff also pointed out that many of the windows were not original and
some had been replaced. Further reference to the ordinance’s provisions followed.
Mr. Aiston reviewed the definition of “feasible”, the analysis of the current windows, and
discussed that much of the wood on the windows would have to be replaced. Some glass would
have to be replaced due to it being broken and in order to meet safety regulations. Storm windows
would be required for minimum energy-efficiency. Mr. Aiston referenced photographs of the
existing windows, noting many used a counter-weight system and were not energy efficient. Upon
further inspection, he reported that some of the second floor windows were installed within the
interior of the aluminum frame to make them more functional. However, the character of the
window was then changed.
Estimates of the window restoration and window replacement followed. Restoration of the
current windows totaled $56,750.00 while window replacement from Marvin Design Gallery totaled
$34,026.26, to which Mr. Aiston pointed out was a significant difference for the church.
Continuing, Mr. Aiston reviewed the definition of the terms “rehabilitation” and “restoration”
and the differences between the two. In this case, the project plans included removing the existing
siding and the wood underneath to be restored, along with creating the three-sided porch.
Mr. Aiston then shared the recent movement in preservation and allowing the use of new windows
versus restoring them – citing the Barrington Preservation District as an “Appearance District” over
a “Preservation District” (Daily Herald, May 6, 2019) -- again, addressing his argument for the
replacement of windows on the subject proposal .
Mr. Jonathon Fine, architectural project representative for Marvin Windows, discussed his
professional background, stating he was one of the founding members of Preservation Chicago.
He discussed that various agencies such as the National Park Service and the Illinois Historic
Preservation Agency, were now allowing clad windows (in some cases ) on historic buildings. He
provided commissioners with an informational packet and walked through photographs of some
historic buildings that had windows replaced using Marvin windows. Mr. Fine presented a sample
aluminum clad window that was proposed for the Larrabee House. He closed by reiterating that
Marvin is known for its recreations of historic buildings and recommended the commissioners visit
www.Marvin.com/inspirationgallery/casestudies.com. For the Larrabee House, Mr. Fine stated
a .25 or .27 U value of window would be used.
Returning, Mr. Aiston explained that it cost more financially to restore the windows versus
replacing them with improved energy efficiency. Additionally, he recalled in 1979 the siding was
allowed to be added. In closing, Mr. Aiston relayed that the church could leave on the existing
windows with storm windows in place and no one would know the difference. Instead, he stated
the church wanted to restore the siding and was asking for consideration to replace the windows.
Mr. Lambert referenced his packet of window replacement/restoration information on the
dais for commissioners. He referred to a study done for the National Trust for Historic Preservation
as well as an on-line tool prepared by the Hutchinson, Kansas Historic Preservation Commission,
which provided a guide to the documented value of replacement and repair of windows over time.
In addition, Mr. Lambert shared that he had just received the updated cost estimates in his office
from the weekend, but did not have time to thoroughly review all of the information. However, he
did run a brief calculation of some of the numbers provided by the church into the on-line tool.
Details of that review followed along with comparison figures. Mr. Lambert noted that—with the
regional cost differences factored in, the replacement window estimate was within $10.00/window;
however, the rehabilitation cost for the windows was far off from the suggested on-line tool
estimate. Mr. Lambert noted that either the submitted rehabilitation estimate or the deterioration
must be excessive given the disparity. Mr. Lambert reminded commissioners that, typically, a
window-by-window survey is submitted but, in this case, only representative examples were
furnished. He explained the window restoration bid from Historic Home & Window provided a
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“blanket cost” per window ($1850.00/a window) while the Marvin bid for replacement windows only
included the window units themselves and did not include the labor to remove the window and trim,
the replacement of exterior trim or the reinstallation of the trim/caulking, etc. Per Mr. Lambert, the
figures should have been included for a fair comparison.
Further details of what information needed to be provided or better clarified by the applicant
were discussed by Mr. Lambert who also acknowledged that this commission had previously
approved the use of aluminum clad windows once restoration was determined to be cost
prohibitive or windows had been deteriorated beyond reuse. He cautioned the commissioners
about the information reported in the Barrington Historic District news article and provided an
explanation of the inaccuracies of the article and his discussion with Village of Barrington staff.
Chairman Zellmer invited commissioner questions. None followed. Responding to staff’s
comments, Mr. Aiston explained his quotes were from a local restoration professional and from
local markets which were recommended by City staff. He did not ask the professional for a window
by window replacement, but instead was provided a quote for the project and he provided photos
of the general disrepair. Chairman Zellmer confirmed with Mr. Aiston that staff did ask for a
window by window analysis to which Mr. Aiston explained he did not seek one and it was not
required in the City’s preservation ordinance.
Mr. Arney Sylvestri, general contractor for the project, discussed his research for this
project and proceeded to explain how the $1800 was broken out for each window, basically having
to rebuild each window (interior portion). He would be responsible for the exterior of the window
and trim on the building – another estimated $10,000. Asked how many windows were going to be
replaced, Mr. Sylvestri could only indicate it was a majority of the second floor windows.
Mr. Aiston proceeded to point out that the church was at a junction and needed an answer
tonight rather than delaying the project. Mr. David Walker, for the church, came forward explaining
that he came before the commission a few months ago with the project, was giving the City a gift,
and emphasized the need to have an answer because he was restoring a structure to last another
100 years. He discussed the building’s window insulation/storm window problems, the financial
challenges of the building and hoped the commission would deviate from its preservation/window
policy somewhat. In response, a contentious discussion between the commissioners and the
applicants followed.
Mr. Aiston clarified the church was asking the commission to reconsider what was
previously approved, explaining the church researched the matter more fully and decided to return
to the commission for reconsideration. Mr. Aiston suggested that the house was not significant
because—with Commission approval several years earlier—it had been moved 14 feet on the
property and, therefore, had lost its historic context. Chairman Zellmer reiterated the commission’s
desire to get all of the information it needed since it did not want to make assumptions. He
confirmed with Mr. Lambert that the applicant had asked staff to change the permit (to replace the
windows), wherein Mr. Lambert explained that a window by window survey was requested. In
response, Mr. Aiston discussed that he did not recall staff asking for a window by window
assessment until another email was sent by staff. However, Mr. Aiston explained that he did send
staff a window by window survey but not to the specifics requested by staff.
Mr. Walker recalled the renderings he brought before the commission as they related to
Commissioner Zinke’s questions about the siding, windows and corbels. He recalled at that time he
could not answer specific questions such as whether the windows or siding would be saved, but he
offered to save them at that time. Mr. Walker reminded the commissioners the windows were
costly, the structure was not residential but a re-purposed building for public use, and he asked the
commissioners for their help.
Commissioner Warner suggested that Mr. Walker consider doing the windows in phases as
a solution. He also added that the commission was not a legislative body and that one standard
applied to everyone.
(Mr. Lambert confirmed he did receive photos from Mr. Aiston on May 13th which included
photographs but only 3 downloaded in the email and those were included in commissioners’
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packets. Mr. Lambert did not recall seeing Mr. Aiston’s email reflecting the window renderings, but
would check his email again. Upon a review of received emails on Dir. DeGroot’s mobile phone.
Mr. Lambert did confirm receipt of the photographs on May 15th but the deadline was on May 4th.
Mr. Aiston argued the date.)
Discussion followed. Mr. Walker came forward and explained some of the challenges he
came across when dealing with the commission. In response, the chairman voiced the importance
of following the City’s ordinance and also of precedence.
Commissioners voiced 1) the need to receive a side-by-side comparison of the figures to
repair the current windows and the cost to replace them with new windows; 2) the fact that the
HPC approved the applicant’s prior request; 3) comments about window efficiency of historic
windows; and 4) concern about how the windows were measured.
Mr. Aiston produced three (3) pencil renderings of the windows he labeled on the structure,
along with his photos, and asked the commissioners to focus their attention on the estimates from
the restoration professional and the estimate from the Marvin Windows representative. He
believed the issue within the ordinance was the definition of “feasible,” wherein the Chairman
explained the overall frustration of not receiving all of the information to make the determination of
what was feasible. Further dialog followed regarding the commission’s process and the challenge
that was before it.
Commissioner Zinke recommended to table this matter.
enough information was available to make a decision tonight.

Commissioners agreed not

Father Mark, with St. Mark’s Church, addressed the commission and stated he lived in the
structure from 1994 to 2002 and the concern was not the cost of the windows. His concern was
that if the current windows remained they would continue to lack energy efficiency and the home
would continue to be very cold. He believed the replacement windows would look as good as what
currently existed.
Conversation followed, with frustration being voiced on both sides. Commissioner Warner
discussed the window options before the applicant, liked the proposal for the reconditioned
windows, and believed the contractor would ensure the building would be tight and more energy
efficient than currently. While he supported Marvin windows, he reiterated the applicant should
save what he can and buy what is needed. He believed the commissioners would appreciate
knowing the percentage of what part of the window would be new wood.
Commissioner Zinke expressed concern about the applicant making a reference to
changing the City’s ordinance, which she clarified was the City Council’s role. Commissioners
relayed that they wanted to have the restoration professional make a presentation before the
commission, bring an estimate of the percentage of wood replacement, receive the 200-plus
photographs, and provide an all-inclusive comparison including removal and installation.
Motion by Commissioner Hiller to continue the meeting to the next regular HPC
meeting, after Staff’s receipt of the requested documentation, in order for commissioners to
hear a presentation by the window restoration professional, review a window-by-window
analysis (with costs and pictures), and to review a complete estimate of the window
restoration project. Second by Commissioner Zinke.
Mr. Walker briefly asked if historic windows could be returned if they were found throughout
the construction, wherein commissioners encouraged him to return any historic windows back to
the structure.
Roll call:
Aye:
Nay:
4.

Hamilton, Hiller, Salomon, Warner, Zinke, Zellmer
None
MOTION PASSED. VOTE 6-0

Review of Building Permit Applications – REMOVED.
4

Historic Preservation Commission
May 28, 2019

A.
305 S. River Lane (Case #2018-017). Applicant: Tom and Jayne McCulloch,
owners; Brad Colby with BCB Carpentry & Contracting, LLC. Application: Request to consider
replacement of historic wood windows with aluminum clad windows at a significant property.
5.

Secretary’s Report (Staff Updates) – None.

6.

New Business

A.
From the Commission: Commissioner Zinke discussed the posts she has placed on
Facebook, noting that overall, she was receiving positives comments about historic preservation
during the month of May (Preservation Month.)
B.
7.

From the Public:

None

Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Historic Preservation Commission, the
meeting was adjourned at 9:33 p.m. on motion by Commissioner Zinke, second by Commissioner
Hamilton. Motion carried unanimously by voice vote of 6-0.
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Applicant:
Edward and Deborah Peterka,
Owners
Brad Saelens – BDS
Architecture, Architect

Request:
Concept Review for
Garage Demolition and
New Garage Addition

HPC Case Number:
2019-039

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

AGENDA ITEM 5A

208 South River Lane
Garage Demolition and New Garage Addition

BACKGROUND
This home is one of the original—if not the first—home renovated under
Kate Raftery’s 1925-1940 River Lane Beautification Plan (pictured below
in a Chicago Daily News article from November 22, 1929). The house has
a long association with the Raftery family and retains the original
architectural character of the home as renovated by the Raftery family.

Agenda Item 5A
Concept Review

Page 2 of 5
architectural character of the Raftery family renovations.

Between 1926 and 1928, the first of the renovated homes along South River Lane (near Campbell Street and
Franklin Street) were designed by Kate and Edmond Raftery’s son, Howard, a 1927 architectural school graduate.
Howard Raftery soon joined the local architectural firm headed by Walter Frazier. Mr. Frazier was one of several
architects producing architectural plans for traditionally-inspired homes for residents of Chicago’s exclusive North
Shore communities.
Before settling at Geneva, the Rafterys had lived in Evanston and—a decade or more later—retained many close,
social and business relationships with their North Shore neighbors. As the popularity of Kate Raftery’s
revitalization efforts increased, affluent people—particularly North Shore residents seeking a quiet, country
lifestyle—began to take an interest in the revitalized riverfront neighborhood at Geneva.
The original intent of Mrs. Raftery’s River Lane Beautification Plan was to convert the run-down shanties that lined
the unpaved roadway—then known as River Street—into combined home-studios for artists who she hoped to
attract to Geneva. However, only a handful of those conversions were completed before larger, architect-designed
homes for wealthier clientele supplanted the small cottages.
The home at 208 South River Lane served as the residence of the Raftery family on at least three occasions.
The Raftery family moved into the River Lane home around 1928 as her Little Traveler shop expanded throughout
their former home on South Third Street. At that time, the South River Lane house did not include the wing to the
southwest but did include the one car garage at the northwest corner of the home, facing Campbell Street. Based
on the connection of the home and garage, it is possible that the original garage was relocated to this site from
another nearby location. The Raftery family apparently repurposed buildings frequently in their adaptation of the
former River Street shanties.
In 1929, the Raftery family built a home at 305 South River Lane, where they lived briefly until that home was sold
in late 1930. The following year, the
Rafterys returned to the house to 208
South River Lane.
During their second occupancy, Mrs.
Raftery remodeled the interior of the
home extensively and, eventually,
moved the mid-nineteenth century,
former Unitarian School building to the
southwest corner of the home and
converted the former schoolhouse into a
Master Bedroom suite. The remodeling
preserved the original entry door and
interior vestibule / cloakroom, which—
upon relocation—faced west at the rear
of the enlarged home.

Upper Image: Former Unitarian School building converted to Master Bedroom
suite.
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Also during that time, the Raftery family constructed an additional garage bay and large workshop and storage
room. Concurrently (or shortly afterward), the
laundry room was moved from the rear wing of
the Raftery home into the former garage bay.
Howard Raftery occupied the South River Lane
home briefly in the late 1940s and early 1950s,
while he was designing and constructing his own
unique home at 120 Bennett Street, Geneva.
During his occupancy of the home Howard
Raftery erected a small room in front of the
original garage; the new room served as his
personal art studio. Various historical accounts
that Howard Raftery would open the large,
swinging doors of the studio, welcoming the
fresh air while he painted.
The studio—that appears to have been
constructed over the former driveway—is an
unheated, temporary space. The poorlyconstructed addition departs, architecturally,
from the remainder of the 208 South River Lane
residence. The studio addition has a flat roof;
board-and-batten siding;
small, awning
windows; and large, swinging doors facing
Campbell Street. None of those architectural
elements are represented in the other sections
of the residence.
The Applicant is completing an extensive,
interior renovation of the former Raftery home.
The on-going, interior renovations require few
modifications of the majority of the pre-1945,
Upper Right Image: Rear Service Wing connection to
original garage bay (only gable end of original garage is
exposed) and the Howard Raftery art studio at right
foreground.
Middle Right Image: View of the roof connections
between the exposed gable of the original Raftery
garage-turned-Laundry Room; the second gable-front
garage bay; and the flat roof of the Howard Raftery art
studio.
Lower Right Image: View of the Raftery House looking
easterly from Campbell Street and showing workshop,
second of the gable-front garage bays, and art studio
additions.
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exterior architecture of the home as constructed for the Raftery family. With the exception of the proposed
requests, the exterior modifications being made in conjunction with the interior renovation are not visible from
the public right-of-ways. The Applicant is not making application to the Tax Assessment Freeze program.

Upper Image: View of the Raftery House from Campbell Street, showing gable front garage bays, workshop, and art studio additions.
Lower Image: View of the north and west elevations of the workshop / second garage addition from Campbell Street.
Lower Right Image: Rear of workshop / second garage and rear of original garage-turned-Laundry Room (not visible from a public rightof-way).

REQUEST
The Applicant is seeking to demolish the original Kate and Edmond Raftery garage; the second Raftery garage and
workshop; and the Howard Raftery art studio. The Applicant proposes to construct a new, two-car garage that
honors the original, gable-front garage massing, details and roofline. The Applicant proposes to match existing
siding and trim materials, exposure, details and finishes.
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Additionally, the Applicant proposes to remove a west-facing, service door beneath the west-facing porch
between the original house and existing garage (or, alternatively, leaving the door and sealing it from the interior).
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Applicant:
Frank and Lori Giampoli,
Owners
Sean Gallagher – Gallagher
Associates, Architect

AGENDA ITEM 6A
201 North Third Street
Exterior Rehabilitation, Additions and Garage Relocation
BACKGROUND
The Gable Front home with Greek Revival details (most notably the
massive entablature at the roofline) is a Contributing property within the
North Geneva Historic District although it has been remodeled numerous
times throughout its existence.
The property is identified as the Perkins House and believed to have been
constructed circa 1858, per the Geneva History Museum’s bronze plaque
program.

Request:
Permit Review for Exterior
Rehabilitation, Additions and
Garage Relocation

HPC Case Number:
2019-005

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

The property was purchased in 1849 by John Schmoldt, an early Geneva
carpenter. Schmoldt built the house before February 1860, when it was
sold to Joseph H. Mayborne. In 1861, the improved property was sold to
Warren Wilcox, who deeded the property and home to his daughter
Lucinda (Wilcox) Perkins. Mr. Loren Perkins was a grocer (with a store on
State Street between First and Second streets). Mr. and Mrs. Perkins had
no children and lived in the house from circa 1859-1875. Loren Perkins
died in June 1874, and Lucinda (Wilcox) Perkins died in December 1875.
Their estate settled in 1881, when the property was purchased by George
Strong.
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A review of Sanborn Fire Insurance Co. maps shows the evolution of the east service wing (see attached), which
was altered dramatically and multiple times between 1891 and 1930. Additionally, the north wing (forming the ell
portion of the house) appears to have been built as a two story, open-air porch (based on construction). However,
the porches had been enclosed prior to 1891. The south bay window has been re-constructed at least once, and
the front porch had been enclosed between 1923 and 1930. Also, the original garage, which faced south towards
Peyton Street was replaced with a larger garage, and the earlier garage was eventually demolished. The later
garage appears to have incorporated original windows from the Perkins House (probably salvaged from the
original, east service wing. By 1972, exterior of the house was finished with stucco, likely installed in the late 1940s
or early 1950s. Based on written documents, the stucco remained in existence as late as 1985 (when a description
mistakenly assumed that the stucco covered a “riverstone” / limestone structure); the author of that description
arrived in Geneva in the early 1960s. After the stucco was removed, the exterior wood siding was patched and, at
some point, sandblasted.

REQUEST
The Applicants have completed extensive interior demolition as part of their renovation and rehabilitation work.
Upon removal of interior finishes, significant structural issues and poor construction details resulting from multiple
renovations were uncovered. The Applicant considered making a request for demolition but expressed a
preference to preserve the mid-nineteenth century residence, if possible. The increased costs of structural
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stabilization resulted in numerous programmatic modifications. Although many of those modifications affect the
interior layout, several affect the exterior appearance of the previously-approved project.
Consequently, the Applicant is seeking to make modifications to the project that was approved by the Geneva
Historic Preservation Commission in February 2019. Specifically, the Applicant is seeking approval of the following
modifications that will impact the exterior appearance and historic features of the property (See attached letter
from Sean Gallagher – Gallagher Associates, dated May 30, 2019):
1. Raise the entire home and remove the existing foundation and replace with a cast-in-place concrete
foundation which will raise the first floor approximately 6” above the existing finished first floor
height;
2. Reconstruction of the porch foundation, deck and porch posts (see submitted details) while retaining
the existing hipped roof structure;
3. If the hipped, porch roof cannot be retained (it has been discovered to be pulling away from the west
wall of the residence) it shall be reconstructed utilizing salvaged trim components to the greatest
extent possible;
4. Provide localized re-grading of the site to improve site drainage and to maintain the approximate
relationship between the existing bottom of siding/trim and grade;
5. Remove (and not replace) the existing fireplace and chimney that is not of the nineteenth century;
6. Demolish the existing north wing (a former, two-story porch based on exposed construction details)
and construct a two-story addition, extended approximately to the north property setback;
7. Salvage the entablature (architrave, frieze, and cornice) trim from the existing eave of the existing
north wing and re-install the entablature (architrave, frieze, and cornice) trim at the new north wing;
8. The new north wing shall provide new windows (material, size and details to be approved by the
Commission) at the identical locations of the existing, first floor door and existing, second floor
window and locate additional windows symmetrically at the addition; and
9. Eliminate the proposed, screened porch at the northwest re-entrant corner between the historic
residence and the new, north addition.
At this point in time, the Applicants propose to retain the existing siding but remain uncertain whether the siding
can be salvaged due to the damage resulting from the earlier stucco installation, previous sandblasting, and
deferred maintenance.
The Applicants are seeking approval of the proposed rehabilitation under the Tax Assessment Freeze program
through the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office (IL-SHPO). On Thursday, May 30, 2019, the proposed
modifications were reviewed at a meeting held on-site with Darrius Bryjka, Project Reviewer for the Illinois State
Historic Preservation Office (IL-SHPO) – Department of Natural Resources. On June 12, 2019, Mr. Bryjka provided
written acceptance of the modifications (based on exposed field conditions), stating that the proposed work
meets the goals of the Tax Assessment Freeze program: In our opinion, the revised scope of work as reflected in
the permit drawings continues to meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

427 Anderson Boulevard Geneva, Illinois, 60134
P: 630.845.9981
Web: gallagherarch.com
Email: contact@gallagherarch.com
May 30, 2019
Giampoli Residence
201 N. Third Street
Geneva, IL 60134
Re:
Participants:
Remark:

Thursday May 30th meeting held at 201 N. Third Street to review scope adjustments required for the
rehabilitation of the existing 2-story wood frame Greek Revival residence.
Darius Bryjka Project Reviewer Illinois State Historic Preservation Office, Frank Giampoli (Owner), Arnie Kalnins
(Contractor), Sean Gallagher (Architect)
Notes below originate from document sent on Wednesday May 29th. Edits relating to discussion between
participants above are made in BOLD GREEN.

Scope adjustments needed for rehabilitation of existing residence:
•
The house is planned to be lifted 24” above current floor height to accommodate removal of all existing
foundations. House wall frame to be set on new sole plate, floor framing and foundation walls with sill plates.
Note existing first floor currently 12”-15” above grade at front of residence. New finished floor will be
approximately 17 ½” above grade (see sketch below). By raising the home slightly out of the ground the
exposure of the foundation would only increase by 2”-3” and the first-floor level would only be increased by
2 ½” – 4 ½”.
The lifting of the home and subsequent foundations, framing modifications were acceptable to Mr. Bryjka.

•

All existing foundation walls to be removed and replaced with new 8” thick foundation walls 8’-10” in height.
Removal and replacement of the existing foundations was acceptable to Mr. Bryjka.

•

Existing first floor, floor framing (oak flooring, decking, and 2x6 floor joists) to be removed in preparation for
replacement with new 2x10 floor joists @ 16” o.c. New floor joists to run south to north, different from current east
to west framing. To accommodate the new floor framing it should be noted that existing wall studs will be
shortened to accommodate setting the existing home frame on new first floor sole plates. The amount of stud
to be removed will be approximately 5”-6”.
The lifting of the home and subsequent foundations and framing modifications were acceptable to Mr. Bryjka. It
was agreed that oak hardwood flooring would be installed with the new work.

•

Existing 1930’s-40’s non-original fireplace and chimney to be removed. This is to accommodate raising the
home for new foundation construction and to address framing deficiencies of the existing first floor and second
floor, floor structure.
The removal of the existing chimney and fireplace was acceptable to Mr. Bryjka. After some discussion it was
determined that the location of the chimney is not likely original to the residence and much of the historic
material, little of which remains, is not salvageable.

•

Proposed screen porch to west of the dining room to be removed from project scope.
The elimination of the screen porch from the scope of the work was acceptable to Mr. Bryjka. The porch is not
an existing structure and was proposed as new in place of a porch that was removed years before.

•

Existing service door in west wall of dining room to be removed and replaced with new double hung window in
the same opening location as the existing entry door.
Replacement of the existing west facing door in the proposed dining room may be replaced with a new double
hung window (size matching existing double hung openings) located in the same place as the door.

•

Removal of the entire north projection and replacement with new two-story addition matching the character
of the existing two-story north projection.
After some discussion it was determined that the north wing could be constructed in the same dimension as it is
currently and built out the additional 5’-10” with a second floor. Mr. Bryjka was clear that all existing decorative
rake trim, barge boards, and frieze trim that is salvageable shall be reused and any new material is to match
the existing profiles and dimensions of the existing material being salvaged.
See revised elevations below:

WEST ELEVATION

EAST ELEVATION

NORTH ELEVATION

•

The current porch roof appears to be pulling away from the home to the west. There may be cause to
rebuilding the existing porch roof to secure the front wall framing of the existing residence.
This matter was not discussed but further exploration of the issue will come when the house is lifted. Any
reconstruction or rehabilitation of the roof would keep all existing trim and any that would need to be replaced
would match in profile and dimension.

•

A discussion took place regarding the relocation of the proposed basement stair from the addition to being
placed under the existing stair to the second floor. This adjustment was acceptable to Mr. Bryjka. See floor plan
below reflecting this adjustment:

•

At the conclusion of the meeting Mr. Bryjka indicated that once drawings have been updated those drawings
will need to be emailed to the State and those drawings will be included in the Part II case file.

FIRST FLOOR

The above constitutes a summary of the project scope adjustments for the Giampoli Residence at 201 N. Third Street,
Geneva. Please review and notify me of any modifications or corrections.
Submitted by:

Sean M. Gallagher A.I.A.
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AGENDA ITEM 6B

124 Stevens Street
Proposed Rooftop Solar Panel Installation

Applicant:

BACKGROUND

Kurt Beier, Owner

The property is identified as a Contributing property within the local
historic district and Contributing in the North Geneva Historic District,
listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Collin Prisbrey / Krystene Allen
– Solgen Power LLC,
Contractor

Request:
Permit Review for rooftop
solar panel installation

HPC Case Number:
2019-035

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

The Applicant seeks to install solar (photovoltaic) collection panels on the
existing roof planes of the residence and accessory structure.
The proposed collection panels appear to be removable, in the future,
without permanent alteration of the historic roof planes. Therefore—
while the solar panels are identified as a change of roofing material, the
application seems to be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation. Proposed solar collection panels have been
located discreetly; however, collection panels located on the east roof
plane of the accessory building are highly visible from the public right-ofway. Furthermore, the collection efficiency of those east-facing panels
may be compromised by the future construction of a new building on the
adjacent property (116 Stevens Street).
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AGENDA ITEM 6C

112 North Fifth Street
Proposed Window, Door and Siding Alterations

Applicant:

BACKGROUND

Mike Holmes and Caitlyn
Reimer, Owners

The property is identified as a Contributing property within the local
historic district and Contributing in the North Geneva Historic District,
listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Ben Hinds / Brian Hinds – BGH
Construction, Contractor
Bob Shemansky – RMD
Associates, Architect

The residence was constructed (possibly by local contractor Frank
Sunleaf) between 1899 and 1901 for John P. and Lena Nelson and their
son, Reuben. Within two years of the unexpected death of Lena Nelson
(following a “serious operation”), John P. Nelson and his son returned to
the father’s native Sweden.

Request:
Permit Review for Window
and Door Alterations
associated with an Interior
Renovation of a historic
home.

HPC Case Number:
2019-040

Staff Liaison:

The house went through a variety of owners and was converted to a two
flat apartment house between 1923 and 1930, when the front porch
was enclosed with double-hung, 3-over-1 windows. At that time, the
front entry was remodeled and the stairway was moved to a former rear
porch area. A pair of small, double-hung windows were installed at the
first floor of the south elevation where the original staircase,
presumably, had been located. Additionally, the original windows at the
first floor Front Parlor may have been replaced during the 20th century
remodeling. With the exception of the porch, Front Parlor, and south
elevation windows, all other window and door locations and material
appear to be original based on submitted information and a Staff site
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visit. Synthetic siding (aluminum) was installed over the exterior of the home prior to 1999, when the
architectural survey of the Geneva Historic District was first completed. The historic front wall at the first floor
is somewhat visible through the glassed-in porch when viewed from the public sidewalk.
The Applicant plans to convert the
residence back to a single family home
and submitted plans for an interior
remodeling of the house to the
Geneva Building Division. Upon close
inspection
of
the
submitted
documents, Staff identified that a
number of windows would be affected
by the proposed interior renovations
(noted as “revise/relocate” on the
submitted Drawings). No exterior
elevations have been provided to
clarify the extent of the proposed
window modifications. Historically,
fenestration (window and door
openings)
have
been
located
symmetrically around the building,
aligning from one floor to the next.
REQUEST
Based on a review of the submitted documents, the Applicant is requesting approval, presumably, for the
following modifications:
1. Removal of the first floor, paired, circa 1923-1939 windows at the south elevation that will be
in conflict with the proposed interior staircases;
2. Relocation of the front door from its historic location at the historic front wall to the center
of the proposed entry foyer;
3. Modification of the existing, first floor, triple window at the historic front wall (Note: the
existing window does not align with the window above and may be an altered window; the
altered or a completely new window, if aligned below the corresponding second floor window
could be an alternate option);
4. Probable alteration of the historic first floor windows at the north elevation to accommodate
countertops at the proposed Pantry and Kitchen;
5. Relocation and reduction of a second floor, double-hung window at the north elevation for
the proposed Hall Bath (relocation will not align with corresponding first floor window);
6. Removal or relocation of existing, second floor windows at the north elevation for the
proposed Master Bedroom (windows may date to the 1923-1939 remodeling and do not align
with the corresponding first floor window; any new window(s) should align with the
corresponding first floor window;
7. Installation of tempered glazing in the existing second floor, south elevation, bay window sash
adjacent to the bathtub, per code; and
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8. Minor patching of the existing aluminum siding to match existing, where the windows are
proposed to be altered, replaced or removed.
No information has been provided regarding the size, operation, details or materials of any new window or door
proposed for the areas identified in this analysis.
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AGENDA ITEM 6D

316 Campbell Street
Proposed Façade Renovations

Applicant:

BACKGROUND

Sue Hadley / Deb Hilton –
Country Naturals, Owners

The property is identified as a Contributing property within the local
historic district and Contributing in the North Geneva Historic District,
listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Alex Teipel – Architectural
Resources, Architect

Request:
Permit Review for Front
Façade Alterations

HPC Case Number:
2019-041

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us
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REQUEST
The Applicant is seeking to repair / reconstruct the existing stoop in the same configuration as the existing stoop
and, also, to extend and modify the roof above the primary entry and street-facing bay window to provide
protection of customers when approaching or exiting the stoop and front door of their retail establishment.
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Community Development Department Report

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
June 18, 2019

AGENDA ITEM 6E

227 Ford Street
Proposed Additions and Renovation

Applicant:

BACKGROUND

Mike and Lisa Riebe, Owners

The property is identified as a Significant property within the local
historic district and contributing in the North Geneva Historic District,
listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Sean Gallagher – Gallagher
Associates, Architect

A proposal for the renovation of this property was brought before the
Geneva Historic Preservation Commission one year ago, June 19, 2018.
Subsequent to the Commission’s approval, the original Applicant sold
the property without undertaking the approved work. The current
Applicant has purchased the property and is proposing to complete the
project with modifications.

Request:
Permit Review for the
Renovation of a historic
home, including additions.

HPC Case Number:
2019-042

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us
Sampson Chambers acquired this property in 1846. John J. Chambers (son
of Sampson Chambers) was a prolific carpenter in the north end of
Geneva; presumably, John Chambers constructed the home for his sister,
Jane, between 1846 and 1852.
In 1852, Jane Chambers sold the property to Simon Krum (b. 1817, d. Feb
1882) and Mary Krum (d. Mar 1879). Simon Krum (also Crom) was a
peddler/hardware merchant who arrived at Geneva] around 1844 and
sold his wares until circa 1878.
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Upon the deaths of Simon and Mary Krum, the property passed to their daughters, Kate (Krum) Canning and Mary
E. Krum, who continued to occupy and live at the property into 1920s. (April 1902 Recorder’s Doc) Kate (Krum)
Canning was born in this house in 1855, was married there, and died there in Feb 1927. William G. Canning
survived his wife, Kate. Mary E. Krum had died in 1912.
W. G. Canning was a carpenter and cabinetmaker and a craftsman of exceptional quality, working for Robert Long
(one of Geneva’s best known contractors). Dormers at the south and west elevations of the house were likely
added by Wm. G. Canning before 1920. When William G. Canning died in 1929, he had been a Geneva resident
for nearly 50 years. The property passed to Sarah Gillett, who sold the property to El Donne and Ethel Manning in
1936.

Krum-Canning Home, circa 1925
Image courtesy of the Geneva History Museum

Over the next 20 years, the Mannings initiated several remodeling efforts. The small front porch—believed to
have been constructed by Canning—protected the front door as late as 1937 (possibly until the mid-1950s). They
relocated and converted the former garage into a bedroom at the first floor and installed shingle siding at the
exterior walls by the late 1940s. The existing, rear kitchen addition and bathrooms were constructed in 1948 by
William H. Warford, a local building contractor. According to the Geneva Republican, the improvements were
completed at a cost of $1,500 (09 Jan 1948). The one-story addition at the southwest corner of the home was
constructed between 1949 and 1955, re-purposing the double-hung, windows from the west wall of the original
home at the south wall of the one story addition.
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REQUEST
The Applicant is requesting approval
of
the
submitted,
modified
rehabilitation plans that include a
substantial addition but, generally,
are consistent with the conceptual
plans previously reviewed by the
Commission in June 2018.

El Donne and Ethel Manning Home,
circa 1948-1950
Upper Right: Remodeled Ford Street
(Front) Façade
Lower Right: Remodeled Rear
(North) Elevation with kitchen
addition and remodeled garage
Images courtesy of the
Geneva History Museum
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227 Ford Street, Agenda Item 6E
HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE & PROJECT COMPLIANCE SUMMARY – STAFF ANALYSIS

1.

1999 COG Architectural
Survey Designation
(NC, C, PS, S):

Significant

2.

Associated Architectural
Style(s) or Type:

Upright and Wing, Greek Revival, Vernacular

3.

Significant Architectural
Features :

4.

Date of Construction:

circa 1846-1853

5.

Date(s) of Significant
Addition(s) and/or
Alteration(s):

circa 1900-1920
circa 1936-1939
circa 1948-1955

6.

Period of Significance (POS):

1853-1968

7.

Historic Names Associated
with Property:

John J. Chambers, Simon and Mary Krum, Kate (Krum) and William Canning; El
Donne and Ethel Manning, William Warford.

8.

Historic Images:

Yes.

9.

Historic Map Representation:

Birds’ Eye: 1869
Sanborn Fire Insurance Co: 1897, 1905, 1912, 1923, 1930, 1945
Early Settlement Era home

10. Why is it Important?
(Context / Significance)
11. Proposed Architectural
Features Consistent with
Architectural Style and POS:
(Exterior Rehab / Additions)

The addition is not highly visible from Ford Street, due to sight lines from public
sidewalks. However, the Third Street elevation is highly visible because of its close
proximity to the lot line. The addition and proposed, detached garage is sensitive
to the historic architecture and is distinguishable from the historic home.

12. Proposed Architectural
Features Inconsistent with
Architectural Style and POS:
(Exterior Rehab / Additions)

The proposed hood at the front (south) door is loosely based on historic
precedent and is provided as a matter of safety. During the winter months, large
icicles form directly over the front door due to the existing, historic roof
modifications from the early twentieth century.

13. Significant Landscape
Elements:
14. Application of COG
HPC Design Guidelines:

None noted at this time.

15. Compliance with COG
HPC Window Policy:

The proposed additions and renovations appear to be consistent with the
objectives, standards and design guidelines established by the Historic
Preservation Commission.
To be determined. Historic windows facing Ford Street are early, if not original to
the period of initial construction, and are scheduled to be restored.

16. Compliance with COG
HPC Siding Policy:

To be determined.

17. Summary IHPA Comments:
(Projects utilizing or
potentially utilizing Rehab
Tax Credit or Tax Assessment
Freeze)

Not Applicable
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1.

2.

3.

FINDING OF FACT – STAFF ANALYSIS

227 Ford Street, Agenda Item 6E

COMPLIANCE WITH
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION

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.
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.

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 property will continue to be utilized as a single-family residence.
Minimal changes are proposed for the Ford Street (front) façade;
however, numerous changes are proposed for the Third Street
elevation.
The existing property is in poor condition. The exterior was remodeled
multiple times between 1900 and 1955; the work included the
installation of shingle siding; addition of a large, one story wing at the
southwest corner; and addition of dormers. A former garage is
proposed to be demolished.
The historic front door has not been protected by a porch roof in many
years. However, the roof configuration results in water and ice
showering the unprotected front door. A roof is proposed at the front
door and should be either based on historic evidence or of simplistic
and minimal design to prevent a false sense of development over time.
Due to the existing condition of the house, some portions (former
garage-turned-bedroom and kitchen) are beyond salvage. The onestory wing at the southwest corner is proposed to be preserved.
Greek Revival details and details should be retained, including the
restoration of historic windows at the Ford Street façade.
Siding (shingle or original clapboard) should be retained and repaired /
restored. Original or early windows (primarily at the Ford Street
façade) shall be retained and rehabilitated. The exterior, front door
shall be repaired or replicated. Areas that exhibit the greatest
structural and finish distress shall be repaired, reconstructed or—at
the rear of the home—be incorporated into new construction. Historic
photographs of the residence have not been provided by the
Applicant.
No chemical treatments have been proposed at this time.

The potential for the discovery of archaeological resources (primarily
in the rear (north) yard) has not been identified.
The proposed addition will be complementary yet distinct from the
historic portions of the residence which are salvageable.

The proposed addition could be removed in the future and the
essential form and character of the historic residence (circa 18521940) could remain unimpaired.

HPC action on the agenda item may be as follows:
1. Adopt Staff’s Finding of Fact as presented.
2. Adopt Staff’s Finding of Fact, with modifications, basing any modifications on the SOI Standards.
3. Create new Finding of Fact, basing it on the SOI Standards.

