
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

                           

MEETING AGENDA 

MEETING OF THE  
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Wednesday, June 6, 2018 
6:30 P.M. 

MEMORIAL HALL – MEMORIAL BUILDING 
(Tentative & Subject to Change) 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
2. ROLL CALL 

 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
4. MINUTES – Review and approval of the minutes from the May 2, 2018, special and 

regular meetings. 
 

5. SIGNAGE IN THE HISTORIC DOWNTOWN DISTRICT 
a)  Case A-23-2018 – 18 W. Hinsdale Ave. – Adore Nails – 1 Illuminated Wall Sign 
b)  Case A-25-2018 – 52 S. Washington St. – Vintage Charm – 1 non-Illuminated Wall Sign 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS – CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS  
a)  Case HPC-04-2018 – 311 S. Oak Street - Request for Certificate of Appropriateness 

to demolish the existing home to construct a new home in the Robbins Park Historic 
District. 

b)  Case HPC-03-2018 – 14 Orchard Place - Request for Certificate of Appropriateness 
to demolish the existing home in the Robbins Park Historic District. 

 
7.   DISCUSSION 
 a)  Memorial Hall 90th Anniversary Celebration on July 4, 2018 

 
8.   ADJOURNMENT 

 
The Village of Hinsdale is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities 
Act of 1990.  Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend any meetings and who 
require certain accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in 
these meetings, or who have questions regarding accessibility of the meetings or the 
facilities, are requested to contact Darrell Langlois, ADA Coordinator at 630.789-7014 or 
by TDD at 789-7022 promptly to allow the Village of Hinsdale to make reasonable 
accommodations for those persons.  website:  www.villageofhinsdale.org 
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MINUTES 

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

May 2, 2018, SPECIAL MEETING  

Memorial Hall – Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale 

5:00 P.M. 

             

Chairman Bohnen called the meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) to 

order at 5:00 p.m. on May 2, 2018, in Memorial Hall in the Memorial Building, 19 East 

Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale IL. 

 

Present:   Chairman Bohnen, Commissioner Prisby, Commissioner Gonzalez, 

Commissioner D’Arco, Commissioner Bill Haarlow, Commissioner 

Weinberger  and Commissioner Williams  

Absent:     

 

Also Present: Chan Yu, Village Planner, Lance Malina, Village Attorney, and Mike 

D’Onofrio, Planning Consultant 

 

 

Chairman Bohnen gave a brief summary in regards to the Hinsdale Historic Districts, and 

the issues of how the historic preservation code has been interpreted. The fundamental 

question for the community is if it cares about historic preservation. And if it does care, how 

will it cast the rules and what will be under the purview of the HPC. 

 

Chairman Bohnen gave two examples of applications to un-landmark their homes, which 

were approved by the Board of Trustees (BOT), even though the HPC unanimously 

recommended denying the requests. The HPC cautioned the Village and the BOT about 

writing code on the fly; it sets a dangerous precedent and we would like to rule by code. To 

that end, the HPC would like to work with the BOT to come up with rules that make sense, 

so moving forward, we won’t have the BOT in situations where they need to listen to woeful 

stories that do not fit the code.  

 

It was stated the Historic Preservation code (Title 14) should be clear on what the 

implications are if the tax freeze program is granted to a homeowner, and subsequently 

attempted to un-landmark the home. In short, one should not be able to utilize the state tax 

freeze program and un-landmark the home, and the Village should codify this. In addition 

to reviewing the code for landmarks, the HPC and the Village is also examining what 

triggers a Certificate of Appropriateness application. Chairman Bohnen explained that the 

HPC is currently charged with reviewing demolitions and streetscape (new construction) in 

the Robbins Park Historic District. The scope of review by the HPC may be more or the 

same, but the code nevertheless needs to be amended to comply with what is being 

currently processed.      

 

 

 

Approved 



Presentation – Landmarks Illinois  

 

Ms. Lisa DiChiera, Director of Advocacy of Landmarks Illinois, introduced herself and gave 

a brief background of Landmarks Illinois, established in 1971. She stated that the state tax 

freeze program is the primary incentive for single family home owners if they rehabilitate 

their landmarked homes, but acknowledged that there are not enough incentives and tools 

for historic preservation efforts. Ms. DiChiera explained that the Landmarks Illinois 

continues to work with the state legislator for a state historic tax credit that can work with 

the federal historic tax credit (for income producing properties).   

 

One of the best practice communities of late is the Village of Downers Grove. Ms. DiChiera 

explained the Village streamlined the process to landmark a home and proactively assisted 

20 homeowners with landmarking their homes in the last year and a half. On the other 

hand, not all communities are successful with its historic preservation efforts. For example, 

Ms. DiChiera mentioned Evanston and Highland Park are unfortunately showing 

regressive efforts, based on key preservation battles that went the wrong direction.  

 

Chairman Bohnen expressed with pride for the community effort put into the historic 

downtown district of Hinsdale, and stated the same attitude could catch on for the Robbins 

historic residential district as well, if done correctly.  

 

Commissioner D’Arco inquired about home rule (authority) and non-home rule 

communities, and how other communities deal with historic preservation commissions 

playing an advisory role versus being the final authority on the subject matter. 

 

Mr. Lance Malina, Village Attorney, explained in regards to historic preservation, the 

difference between a home rule and non-home rule community is minimal. He also added 

that it is common for the recommending committees/commissions to be more strict with its 

interpretation of the code than the elected officials are at the final decision making step.  

 

Mr. Michael Rachlis, Landmarks Illinois Attorney, echoed Mr. Malina’s views. The issue of 

home rule and non-home rule in this area of land use regulation is one when you can have 

some freedom based on the Illinois municipal code. The Illinois municipal code permits the 

Village to have the authority to have a preservation ordinance, and enforce it, and there is a 

host of other authorities that provide “teeth” for enforcement.  

 

Chairman Bohnen asked to clarify, if the Village can amend the code to accommodate most 

of its concerns without going to a home rule community. 

 

Mr. Michael Rachlis replied, from his prospective, correct. To improve your code and for 

enforcement improvements, it will not require going to a home rule jurisdiction.   

 

Mr. Lance Malina added, you can legally change the ordinance and make it stricter, but a 

better ordinance is a policy determination. However, that does not remove the dilemma of 

the elected officials when they hear circumstances that they believe warrant, for example, 

to un-landmark a home.     

 



Commissioner D’Arco expressed the ordinance should be a structured to require facts and 

evidence for the things the applicant is claiming. 

 

Mr. Lance Malina replied that some of the Board members at the time, stated when the 

original ordinance was passed, various persons did not believe landmarking was quite as 

strict as legally it was on paper.   

 

Chairman Bohnen stated that he believes it is very important to have strict meaningful 

language that fits all unusual circumstances. The way Title 14-4-1(E) is written currently, 

is not to his satisfaction, and should be rewritten to reflect what the HPC wants it to say, 

and not with vague language.  

 

As a member of the public meeting audience, Trustee Posthuma reviewed that there is an 

inconsistency in the code regarding economic hardship for a Certificate of Appropriateness 

and a landmark withdraw request. It does not make sense it is different and the Village 

should determine which direction to take. He also added that the Village Board did take 

into consideration, that the last landmark withdraw applicant did not participate in the 

state tax freeze program; and on the other hand, agreed that it does not make sense for a 

homeowner who did participate in the tax freeze program, to be able to un-landmark their 

home. 

 

Commissioner Haarlow stated that he was on the Board of Trustees at the time of the first 

landmark withdraw application (Barrow’s) and recalled the vague language and difficulty 

the Board faced, particularly because it was the first withdraw request. On that note, it 

would be helpful to define the criteria and require written answers to each criterion, to 

show demonstration of hardship. (A discussion in regards to the Zoning Board of Appeals, 

variations and an appeal to the interpretation of the code by staff ensued.) 

 

Ms. DiChiera stated that she and Mr. Rachlis agreed that Title 14-4-1(E) should not exist in 

the code because the financial hardship criteria list is in another section of the code 

(Certificate of Appropriateness section), and to Mr. Rachlis’s point, the Village should 

evaluate if Title 14-4-1(E) should remain or removed. It was also added that as a certified 

local government designation, a report should be sent to the state annually. An example of 

the final decision body at Evanston, agreeing with the HPC’s recommendation to deny un-

landmarking 2 properties due to the clear language of the code was reviewed. In regards to 

an example of an incentive, the City of Chicago waives building permit fees to landmarked 

homes.  

 

Chairman Bohnen expressed it is the HPC’s hope to gain a positive attitude for drafting a 

revised preservation ordinance that is popular, manageable, and the HPC looks forward to 

working with the Board of Trustees.   

 

Commissioner Williams stated in the interim of revising the ordinance, the HPC should 

improve its findings and recommendations to elaborate the facts and put their feelings into 

it.    

 



Chairman Bohnen added that he is surprised and found it unusual that the HPC does not 

write its own findings and recommendations. To that end, perhaps the HPC could write a 

draft for the Village Attorney to consider when they create the final version.  

 

Additional discussion about landmark programs in other communities ensued.  

 

Commissioner Prisby suggested that the revised code should be simple and straight forward 

to prevent a lot of issues moving forward in regards to landmark withdrawal applications. 

 

Adjournment   

 

The HPC unanimously agreed to adjourn at 6:20 PM on May 2, 2018. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Chan Yu,    ,  Village Planner 
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MINUTES 

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

May 2, 2018  

Memorial Hall – Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale 

6:30 P.M. 

             

Chairman Bohnen called the meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) to 

order at 6:45 p.m. on May 2, 2018, in Memorial Hall in the Memorial Building, 19 East 

Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale IL. 

 

Present:   Chairman Bohnen, Commissioner Gonzalez, Commissioner Prisby, 

Commissioner Weinberger, Commissioner Williams and Commissioner 

Haarlow 

Absent:   Commissioner D’Arco  

Also Present: Chan Yu, Village Planner 

 

 

Minutes 

Chairman Bohnen introduced the minutes from the April 4, 2018, meeting and asked for 

any comments. Commissioner Gonzalez requested a change to the transcript for Case HPC-

02-18, to add “9’ in vertical elevation” on line 22 of page 16. (Discussion regarding Case 

HPC-02-18 and the building permit process ensued.) 

 

With no other comments, the HPC unanimously approved, 6-0 (1 absent) the minutes 

from the April 4, 2018, meeting, with the requested revision.   

 

 

Commissioner Prisby made a motion to flip the order of the sign applications so 

that Case A-18-2018 is reviewed before Case A-16-2018. Commissioner Gonzalez 

seconded. The motion was approved unanimously.  

 

 

Signage in the Historic Downtown District 

Case A-18-2018 – 29 E. First Street – 1 Wall Sign application in the Historic 

Downtown District for Harry & Eddie’s 

 

The owner of Harry & Eddie’s, Brian Goewey, and the sign company introduced themselves, 

and presented the request to install a new wall sign on the canopy, same location of the 

former Cine wall sign. 

 

Commissioner Prisby stated that he reviewed this and had no issues with it, and felt it fit 

well with the building. 

 

Commissioner Williams had a question about the name of the restaurant, regarding “Bill”, 

the architect of the building. 

Approved 



 

Mr. Goewey replied the names of the restaurant have additional meaning. The corporate 

chef’s grandfather’s name is Harry, and his grandfather’s name is Eddie. He added the goal 

is to remove the existing Cine signage to better expose the historic building and features. 

 

The HPC supported the request, and a motion to recommend approval of the sign 

application, as submitted, was unanimously approved, 6-0 (1 absent)  

 

 

Signage in the Historic Downtown District 

Case A-16-2018 – 36 E. Hinsdale Avenue – Salon Lofts – 2 Illuminated Wall Signs in 

the Historic Downtown District. 

 

The sign applicant introduced himself from Olympic sign company, and presented the scope 

of the sign request for 1 illuminated wall sign on the front of the building facing Hinsdale 

Avenue, and a second illuminated wall sign on the back of the building facing the parking 

lot.  

 

Chairman Bohnen asked the nature of the business. 

 

The applicant replied it is a high end beauty salon. 

 

Chairman Bohnen asked if the business, Salon Lofts stays open at all hours. 

 

The applicant replied he is not sure, but it likely closes at 9 or 10 PM, based on the north 

shore locations. 

 

Commissioner Prisby asked why there needs to be a sign at the back of the building. 

 

The applicant replied that he believes patrons could enter from the rear door. 

 

Commissioner Williams stated the uncertainty makes it more difficult for the HPC to 

review the request. 

 

Discussion of the former Foster Toys signage at the back of the building and the name of 

“Salon Lofts” ensued. 

 

Commissioner Prisby stated that he understands the need for signage, however, if the 

signage in the rear will not be a primary entrance into the business, he does not see the 

need for the sign at the back of the building. 

 

Chairman Bohnen stated that he is opposed to illuminated signage. 

 

Commissioner Williams stated that signage that is both halo lit and face lit is not in 

keeping with the historic character of Hinsdale. She presented photos of the difference 

between halo lit and both halo and face lit, and is opposed to the latter. 

 



Commissioner Gonzalez asked if that means it is essentially double illuminated. 

 

Commissioner Williams and Weinberger replied correct.  

 

Chairman Bohnen asked if the photo sim is an accurate depiction of how the sign would 

appear illuminated. 

 

The applicant replied it is the best they can do, and is illuminated by standard 100 watt 

LED. 

 

Commissioner Prisby asked if there has been any consideration for exterior down lights, 

which better suits the historic downtown district. 

 

The applicant stated that he can report to Salon Lofts the HPC’s concerns. 

 

A motion to recommend disapproval of the sign application, as submitted, was 

unanimously approved, 6-0 (1 absent), with a recommendation to illuminate with 

down lights.  

 

 

Discussion - Hinsdale Historical Society Mobile Tours App Update 

 

Commissioner Weinberger reviewed that there are two events, on May 11 at KLM for the 

app kickoff, and an ice cream social with the tentative date of June 3rd.  

 

Commissioner Prisby asked about the time for the May 11 event. 

 

Commissioner Weinberger replied it is during the Kitchen Walk, from 10 AM to 2 PM.  

 

 

Adjournment 

 

The HPC unanimously agreed to adjourn at 7:36 PM on May 2, 2018. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Chan Yu,    ,  Village Planner 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   June 6, 2018 

TO:   Chairman Bohnen and Historic Preservation Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  18 W. Hinsdale Avenue – Adore Nails – 1 New Illuminated Wall Sign - Case A-23-2018 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received a sign application for Adore Nails, requesting approval to install 1 
new illuminated wall sign at 18 W. Hinsdale Avenue, in the Historic Downtown District in the B-2 Central 
Business District.  
 
Request and Analysis 
 
The requested wall sign is proposed to be located on the front building facade. It would display white 
channel letters made of flexi-glass, and is internally illuminated by LED, white in color. The proposed 
front wall sign is 1’-11” tall and 13’ wide for an area of 25 SF.  The building frontage is 25’ wide, and the 
Code permits a single tenant building in the B-2 District 1 SF per lineal foot of building frontage. 
 
Process 
 
Per Section 11-607(D) and the nature of the request, this application would require a meeting before 
the PC and does not require public notification. Per municipal code Section 14-5-1(B), the Historic 
Preservation Commission shall review signage in the Historic District. The final decision of the HPC shall 
be advisory only. The PC maintains final authority on signage with no further action required by the 
Board of Trustees. 
 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1 – Sign Application and Exhibits 
Attachment 2 -  Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
Attachment 3 -  Street View of 18 W. Hinsdale Avenue 
Attachment 4 -  Birds Eye View of 18 W. Hinsdale Avenue 
 



Attachment 1



Attachment 1



Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   June 6, 2018 

TO:   Chairman Bohnen and Historic Preservation Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  52 S. Washington Avenue – Vintage Charm – 1 New non-Illuminated Wall Sign  

Case A-25-2018 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received a sign application for Vintage Charm, requesting approval to install 
1 new non-illuminated wall sign at 52 S. Washington Avenue, in the Historic Downtown District in the B-
2 Central Business District.  
 
Request and Analysis 
 
The requested wall sign is proposed to be located on the front building facade. It would display black 
text with a pink and black business logo, on a white sign backing. The proposed wall sign is 3’ tall and 8’ 
wide for an area of 24 SF (includes sign backing). Per the Code, a multi-tenant building is permitted to 
request for 25 SF per tenant. The proposed wall sign would replace the existing Green Goddess wall sign 
and utilize its sign bracket (Attachment 4). 
 
Process 
 
Per Section 11-607(D) and the nature of the request, this application would require a meeting before 
the PC and does not require public notification. Per municipal code Section 14-5-1(B), the Historic 
Preservation Commission shall review signage in the Historic District. The final decision of the HPC shall 
be advisory only. The PC maintains final authority on signage with no further action required by the 
Board of Trustees. 
 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1 – Sign Application and Exhibits 
Attachment 2 -  Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
Attachment 3 -  Birds Eye View of 52 S. Washington Avenue 
Attachment 4 -  Street View of 52 S. Washington Avenue 



Attachment 1



Attachment 1



Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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Attachment 3
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   June 6, 2018 

TO:   Chairman Bohnen and Historic Preservation Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  311 S. Oak Street – Application for Certificate of Appropriateness to Demolish a Home in 

the Robbins Park Historic District to Construct a New Home – Case HPC-04-2018 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received an application from Kenna Builders, requesting approval for a 

Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish an existing home in the Robbins Park Historic District to 

construct a new house. Per the Village Code, no permits shall be issued for demolition of any structure 

located in a designated historic district without the rendering of a final decision by the Historic 

Preservation Commission (HPC) on an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness.  

Request and Analysis 

The subject property is located on the corner of E. 3rd Street and S. Oak Street. The existing home was 

constructed in 1915 according to the National Register of Historic Places (and initially surveyed as 334 E. 

3rd St.).  The applicant would like to seek the right to obtain a demolition permit to construct a new Code 

compliant single family house (attached). Per the applicant, the proposed new home will be a classic 

style featuring a stone façade and slate roof. 

The subject property is located in the R-1 Single Family Residential District and borders the same to the 

north, east, south and west. Per the submitted plat of survey, it is a legal nonconforming R-1 lot that is 

approximately 25,091 SF in area. The existing home, per the National Register of Historic Places, is a 

contributing Prairie Style structure in the Robbins Park Historic District. 

Process 

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 14-5-1: (B) Historic District: No alteration shall be allowed to, and no 

permits shall be issued for, the alteration, demolition, signage, or any other physical modifications of the 

exterior architectural appearance of any structure, building, site, or area located in a designated historic 

district without the rendering of a final decision by the commission on an application for a certificate of 

appropriateness. The final decision of the commission shall be advisory only. 

The Title 14, Section 14-5-2 (A) General Standards and (B) Design Standards to review can be found on 

Attachment 4. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
              MEMORANDUM 

 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1 – Application for Certificate of Appropriateness and Exhibits (packet) 
Attachment 2 -  Zoning Map and Project Location 
Attachment 3 -  Robbins Park Historic District Map 
Attachment 4 -  Title 14, Section 14-5-2: Criteria (A) and (B) 
Attachment 5 -  National Register of Historic Places Sheet (Section Number 7 Page 22, note the 

aforementioned 334 E. 3rd Street address) 
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Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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Attachment 4        CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

14-5-2: CRITERIA: 
 
All applications for a certificate of appropriateness shall conform to the applicable standards in this 
section. 

A. General Standards: 

1. Alterations that do not affect any essential architectural or historic features of a structure or building 
as viewed from a public or private street ordinarily should be permitted. 

2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, building, or site and its environment 
should not be destroyed. No alteration or demolition of any historic material or distinctive 
architectural feature should be permitted except when necessary to assure an economically viable 
use of a site. 

3. All structures, buildings, sites, and areas should be recognized as products of their own time. 
Alterations that have no historical basis and that seek to create an earlier appearance than the true 
age of the property are discouraged. 

4. Changes that may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 
development of a structure, building, or site and its environment. These changes may have acquired 
significance in their own right, and this significance should be recognized and respected when 
dealing with a specific architectural period. 

5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize a structure, 
building, site, or area should ordinarily be maintained and preserved. 

6. Deteriorated architectural features should be repaired rather than replaced, whenever possible. In 
the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in 
composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Repair or replacement of missing 
architectural features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by 
historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of 
different architectural elements from other buildings or structures. 

7. The surface cleaning of structures and buildings should be undertaken with the gentlest means 
possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage the structures and buildings 
should be avoided. 

8. New structures or buildings, or alterations to sites should not be discouraged when such structures 
or alterations do not destroy significant historical or architectural features and are compatible with 
the size, scale, color, material, and character of the site, neighborhood, or environment. 

9. Whenever possible, new structures or buildings, or alterations to the existing conditions of sites 
should be done in such a manner that, if such new structures or alterations were to be removed in 
the future, the essential form and integrity of the original structure, building, site, or area would be 
unimpaired. 

10. Any permitted alteration or demolition should promote the purposes of this Title and general welfare 
of the Village and its residents. 

Attachment 4



11. Demolition should not be permitted if a structure, building, or site is economically viable in its 
present condition or could be economically viable after completion of appropriate alterations, even if 
demolition would permit a more profitable use of such site. 

B. Design Standards: 

1. Height: The height of a landmark after alteration should be compatible with the height of the original 
landmark. The height of a structure or building and adjacent open spaces after any proposed 
alteration or construction within an historic district should be compatible with the style and character 
of the structure or building and with surrounding structures and buildings in an historic district. 

2. Relationship Between Mass And Open Space: The relationship between a landmark and adjacent 
open spaces after its alteration should be compatible with such relationship prior to such alteration. 
The relationship between a structure or building and adjacent open spaces after alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the relationship between surrounding structures, buildings 
and adjacent open spaces within such historic district. 

3. Relationship Among Height, Width And Scale: The relationship among the height, width, and scale of 
a landmark after alteration should be compatible with such relationship prior to such alteration. The 
relationship among height, width, and scale of a structure or building after an alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the relationship among height, width, and scale of 
surrounding structures and buildings within such historic district. 

4. Directional Expression: The directional expressions of a landmark after alteration, whether its vertical 
or horizontal positioning, should be compatible with the directional expression of the original 
landmark. The directional expression of a structure or building after alteration within an historic 
district should be compatible with the directional expression of surrounding structures and buildings 
within such historic district. 

5. Roof Shape: The roof shape of a landmark after alteration should be compatible with the roof shape 
of the original landmark. The roof shape of a structure, building, or object after alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the roof shape of surrounding structures and buildings 
within such historic district. 

6. Architectural Details, General Designs, Materials, Textures, And Colors: The architectural details, 
general design, materials, textures, and colors of a landmark after alteration should be compatible 
with the architectural details, general design, materials, textures, and colors of the original landmark. 
The architectural details, general design, materials, textures, and colors of a structure or building 
after alteration within an historic district should be compatible with the architectural details, general 
design, materials, textures, and colors of surrounding structures and buildings within such historic 
district. 

7. Landscape And Appurtenances: The landscape and appurtenances, including without limitation 
signs, fences, accessory structures, and pavings, of a landmark after alteration should be compatible 
with the landscape and appurtenances of the original landmark. The landscape and appurtenances 
of a structure or building after alteration within an historic district should be compatible with the 
landscape and appurtenances of surrounding structures and buildings within such historic district. 

8. Construction: New construction in an historic district should be compatible with the architectural 
styles, design standards and streetscapes within such historic districts. 

Attachment 4
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   June 6, 2018 

TO:   Chairman Bohnen and Historic Preservation Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  14 Orchard Place – Application for Certificate of Appropriateness to Demolish a Home in 

the Robbins Park Historic District – Case HPC-03-2018 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received an application from Kevin and Theresa McClear, requesting 

approval for a Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish an existing home in the Robbins Park Historic 

District. Per the Village Code, no permits shall be issued for demolition of any structure located in a 

designated historic district without the rendering of a final decision by the Historic Preservation 

Commission (HPC) on an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness.  

Request and Analysis 

The subject property is located on an interior lot at 14 Orchard Place. The existing home was 

constructed in 1890 according to the National Register of Historic Places, and the applicant would like to 

seek the right to obtain a demolition permit to list a 90’x130’ (11,700 SF) lot for sale after subdividing 

the lot. 14 Orchard Place is located in the R-4 Single Family Residential District and borders the same to 

the north, east, south and west. The existing home, per the National Register of Historic Places, is a 

contributing Queen Anne structure in the Robbins Park Historic District (Attachment 8). 

Process 

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 14-5-1: (B) Historic District: No alteration shall be allowed to, and no 

permits shall be issued for, the alteration, demolition, signage, or any other physical modifications of the 

exterior architectural appearance of any structure, building, site, or area located in a designated historic 

district without the rendering of a final decision by the commission on an application for a certificate of 

appropriateness. The final decision of the commission shall be advisory only. 

The Title 14, Section 14-5-2 (A) General Standards and (B) Design Standards to review can be found on 

Attachment 4. 
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Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1 – Application for Certificate of Appropriateness and Exhibits (packet) 
Attachment 2 -  Zoning Map and Project Location 
Attachment 3 -  Robbins Park Historic District Map 
Attachment 4 -  Title 14, Section 14-5-2: Criteria (A) and (B) 
Attachment 5 -  National Register of Historic Places Sheet (Section Number 7 Page 16) 
Attachment 6 -  Aerial Map of 14 Orchard Place 
Attachment 7 -  Street View of 14 Orchard Place 
Attachment 8 -  History Summary of 14 Orchard Place by Matt Stockmal, HPC Intern 
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Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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Attachment 4        CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

14-5-2: CRITERIA: 
 
All applications for a certificate of appropriateness shall conform to the applicable standards in this 
section. 

A. General Standards: 

1. Alterations that do not affect any essential architectural or historic features of a structure or building 
as viewed from a public or private street ordinarily should be permitted. 

2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, building, or site and its environment 
should not be destroyed. No alteration or demolition of any historic material or distinctive 
architectural feature should be permitted except when necessary to assure an economically viable 
use of a site. 

3. All structures, buildings, sites, and areas should be recognized as products of their own time. 
Alterations that have no historical basis and that seek to create an earlier appearance than the true 
age of the property are discouraged. 

4. Changes that may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 
development of a structure, building, or site and its environment. These changes may have acquired 
significance in their own right, and this significance should be recognized and respected when 
dealing with a specific architectural period. 

5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize a structure, 
building, site, or area should ordinarily be maintained and preserved. 

6. Deteriorated architectural features should be repaired rather than replaced, whenever possible. In 
the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in 
composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Repair or replacement of missing 
architectural features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by 
historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of 
different architectural elements from other buildings or structures. 

7. The surface cleaning of structures and buildings should be undertaken with the gentlest means 
possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage the structures and buildings 
should be avoided. 

8. New structures or buildings, or alterations to sites should not be discouraged when such structures 
or alterations do not destroy significant historical or architectural features and are compatible with 
the size, scale, color, material, and character of the site, neighborhood, or environment. 

9. Whenever possible, new structures or buildings, or alterations to the existing conditions of sites 
should be done in such a manner that, if such new structures or alterations were to be removed in 
the future, the essential form and integrity of the original structure, building, site, or area would be 
unimpaired. 

10. Any permitted alteration or demolition should promote the purposes of this Title and general welfare 
of the Village and its residents. 

Attachment 4



11. Demolition should not be permitted if a structure, building, or site is economically viable in its 
present condition or could be economically viable after completion of appropriate alterations, even if 
demolition would permit a more profitable use of such site. 

B. Design Standards: 

1. Height: The height of a landmark after alteration should be compatible with the height of the original 
landmark. The height of a structure or building and adjacent open spaces after any proposed 
alteration or construction within an historic district should be compatible with the style and character 
of the structure or building and with surrounding structures and buildings in an historic district. 

2. Relationship Between Mass And Open Space: The relationship between a landmark and adjacent 
open spaces after its alteration should be compatible with such relationship prior to such alteration. 
The relationship between a structure or building and adjacent open spaces after alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the relationship between surrounding structures, buildings 
and adjacent open spaces within such historic district. 

3. Relationship Among Height, Width And Scale: The relationship among the height, width, and scale of 
a landmark after alteration should be compatible with such relationship prior to such alteration. The 
relationship among height, width, and scale of a structure or building after an alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the relationship among height, width, and scale of 
surrounding structures and buildings within such historic district. 

4. Directional Expression: The directional expressions of a landmark after alteration, whether its vertical 
or horizontal positioning, should be compatible with the directional expression of the original 
landmark. The directional expression of a structure or building after alteration within an historic 
district should be compatible with the directional expression of surrounding structures and buildings 
within such historic district. 

5. Roof Shape: The roof shape of a landmark after alteration should be compatible with the roof shape 
of the original landmark. The roof shape of a structure, building, or object after alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the roof shape of surrounding structures and buildings 
within such historic district. 

6. Architectural Details, General Designs, Materials, Textures, And Colors: The architectural details, 
general design, materials, textures, and colors of a landmark after alteration should be compatible 
with the architectural details, general design, materials, textures, and colors of the original landmark. 
The architectural details, general design, materials, textures, and colors of a structure or building 
after alteration within an historic district should be compatible with the architectural details, general 
design, materials, textures, and colors of surrounding structures and buildings within such historic 
district. 

7. Landscape And Appurtenances: The landscape and appurtenances, including without limitation 
signs, fences, accessory structures, and pavings, of a landmark after alteration should be compatible 
with the landscape and appurtenances of the original landmark. The landscape and appurtenances 
of a structure or building after alteration within an historic district should be compatible with the 
landscape and appurtenances of surrounding structures and buildings within such historic district. 

8. Construction: New construction in an historic district should be compatible with the architectural 
styles, design standards and streetscapes within such historic districts. 
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Attachment 8 – History Summary of 14 Orchard Place by Matt Stockmal, HPC Intern  
 
 

 House Info 
o Built: 1890 
o Original Owner: Alfred E. Payne (until death three years later) 
o “The original floors and leaded glass windows on the stairway have been beautifully 

maintained. The house is the typical 1890s style with the unusual shingling clapboard on 
the face woven into a design. The living room is spanned by an original bentwood oak 
arch made by heating the oak and bending it to curve into place. The basement still holds 
the original cast iron stove from the kitchen.” (Aug. 1986) 

 Alfred Payne 
o Art 

 According to an interview with his granddaughter, Already Payne taught at the 
Art Institute of Chicago and specialized in portraiture and landscape. 

 “From the time of his earliest painting in Cincinnati in 1841 until the close of his 
life his pictures have exhibited among the best collections in Cincinnati, Boson, 
and other cities where he lives and have been honors at exhibitions at Omaha 
and Kansas City, Grand Rapids, St. Louis, Denver, and other cities. His portraits 
include many pictures of noted men, as bishops Onderdonk, Eastbourne, 
McGivaine, Chase, and McClaren, Dr. De Koven, and the Rev. Chauncey Giles” 
(Chicago Tribune Obituary)  

 The National Museum of American Art (Smithsonian) held 9 paintings by him 
o Fresh Air 

 In 1888, 1889, 1890, and 1891 Alfred Payne gave his home on the southeast 
corner of Lincoln Street and Ogden to begin the Fresh Air Home 

 “This proposal was modified somewhat by Helen Coffeen, who suggested 
instead that they take an empty house and fix it up to provide a country week for 
working girls, as well as children. Alfred Payne, who was living in the old Marvin 
Fox home at the southeast corner of Lincoln Street and Ogden Avenue, offered 
his residence rent-free to try out the idea. That first summer 100 individuals were 
entertained at the Home, ten at a time.” (pg 190, Bakken) 

o Birth / Death 
 Born in Bristol, England on July 10, 1823 and came to America around 1825. 
 Died Tues, March 14, 1893 after injuries suffered from a hit by a Hansom cab. 

His work on his last portrait (of Judge Adams of Iowa) also aggravated his 
injuries. 

o Misc. 
 In 1887 was responsible for dividing orchard st. into 45 plots labeled as “Payne’s 

Sub” 
 Emma Payne Erskine 

o Alfred’s daughter 
o Died March 5, 1924 
o Listed in “Who Was Who in America” as an author and painter. 
o One of her most popular books, Eye of Dread features an artist as the main character, 

possibly inspired by Alfred 
o Second marriage to Cecil Corwin a long time friend of Frank Lloyd Wright. 

 Virginia Trask 
o Lived here from 1946-1961 
o Poetry writer for The Doings 
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