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MINUTES 

MEETING OF VILLAGE OF FRANKFORT 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION  
  January 18, 2023 – VILLAGE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING         

 432 W. NEBRASKA STREET 

 

Call to Order: Chair Steward called the meeting to order at 5:30 P.M. 

Commissioners Present: Chair Marcia Steward, Vice-Chair Chester Szmurlo, 
Secretary Stephanie Kush, Patricia Tutko, David Toepper 

 Commissioners Absent: None 

Staff Present: Drew Duffin, Christopher Gruba, Mike Schwarz 

Elected Officials Present: Trustee Jessica Petrow 

Other Officials Present: Chairperson of the Plan Commission/Zoning Board of 
Appeals Maura Rigoni 

A. Approval of the Minutes from January 5th, 2023 

Motion (#1): Approval of the January 5th, 2023 minutes, as amended. 

Motion by: Tutko Seconded by: Toepper 

Approved: (5 to 0) 

B. New Business 

1. Certificate of Appropriateness: 28 W. Nebraska Street (New Paint and Signage) 

Drew Duffin gave a brief overview of the application. 

Chair Steward explained for the clarity of those present at the meeting that 28 W. 
Nebraska Street would be used as an office by the applicant’s business. She asked the 
applicant why the business was looking to relocate to downtown Frankfort. 

Emily Janssen, the applicant, explained that the downtown Frankfort location was a 
better location than Manhattan, where their offices currently were located. They needed 
a lot more space than what was available at their current location, and 28 W. Nebraska 
Street provided that space.   
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Commissioner Toepper said that he did not like the colors the applicant had presented, 
particularly the gray.  

Commissioner Szmurlo agreed, adding that he did like the existing green. However, he 
said that he did not like the existing yellow and red trim. The gray and white, though was 
not a good color combination.  

Chair Steward asked the applicant if there was a warmer, softer, or lighter gray they 
would consider instead.  

Commissioner Kush said she did not like the colors. She had looked at other buildings 
in the area and the proposed colors would stand out too much in her opinion.  

Commissioner Tutko said she also did not like the proposed gray and white as these 
colors are very stark.  

Chair Steward suggested the applicant return to the Historic Preservation Commission 
at the next meeting with different colors for the Commission to consider.  

The applicant asked for suggestions.  

Commissioner Kush explained that the America’s Heritage color book from Sherwin 
Williams had many colors the Historic Preservation Commission generally liked.  

Chair Steward asked the other members of the Historic Preservation Commission for 
comments on the proposed signage. 

Commissioner Szmurlo said that the Historic Preservation Commission generally 
encouraged businesses in the Historic District to have wood grain signs, not metal. He 
asked the applicant if they would consider installing wooden signs.   

The applicant explained that metal they intended to use for their signs aged in such a 
way so as to develop patina over time. Their corporate standard sign was made of the 
same metal material. 

Chair Steward noted that a wooden sign might get lost in the brick it was to be mounted 
on. 

Commissioner Kush recalled that the existing signs were made of metal. She added that 
she did not have a strong preference either way in regard to the proposed signage but 
does not have a problem with a metal sign.  

Commissioner Tutko and Commissioner Toepper had no additional comments on the 
proposed signage. 
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Chair Steward asked if there were any comments from the members of the public in 
attendance.  

There were none. 

Chair Steward asked the applicant to come back to the Historic Preservation Commission 
with other proposed color options. She suggested that the item be tabled to the next 
meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission. 

The applicant asked if she could bring three options to the next meeting. 

There was general agreement from the Historic Preservation Commission that this was 
a good idea. 

Motion to table, Commissioner Toepper, and Commissioner Szmurlo, all ayes 

Motion (#2): To table the item until the next meeting of the Historic Preservation 
Commission.   

Motion by: Toepper  Seconded by: Szmurlo 

Approved: (5 to 0)  

2. Certificate of Appropriateness: 15 Ash Street/Olde Frankfort Mall (Building Addition) 

Chris Gruba summarized the changes to the proposed plans since the previous meeting.  

Chair Steward thanked the applicants for coming back and addressing the Historic 
Preservation Commission’s concerns. She asked if they had any additional comments. 

Chris Tokarz, architect for the proposed addition, said he had nothing to add, and was 
happy to discuss the changes.  

Chair Steward outlined how discussion would proceed. She explained that there would 
be a general discussion between the Commissioners and applicants, then the 
Commissioners would go through the downtown design guidelines and standards of 
evaluation, followed by a vote. 

Commissioner Szmurlo explained that since there was much discussion about lighting at 
the last meeting, he was curious what different lumen levels would look like in practice. 
He had brought examples of 800-lumen, 3500-lumen, 4000-lumen light bulbs, and 
demonstrated the difference in light intensity to those present at the meeting.  

Chair Steward asked if fixtures like the 4000-lumen bulbs would be installed on the 
building along White Street. 
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Chris Tokarz said they would install fixtures rated at around 4000 lumens, but that they 
would not use the type of light bulbs that Commissioner Szmurlo demonstrated. The 
light fixtures being proposed were very similar to standard streetlights in the Village. 
The fixtures had refractors and other optics-related features which would help to direct 
light emitted from the fixtures. They would be different from a traditional light bulb, 
which emits light in all directions. He had examples to show the Historic Preservation 
Commission. In addition, he noted that the submitted photometrics plan showed that the 
light emitted from the fixtures would be directed down, rather than out. Based on 
comments from the Historic Preservation Commission, he had added cutoffs on top of 
the light fixtures, as seen in the submitted plans. The cutoffs helped reduce the intensity 
of the light being emitted, and lumens were reduced by half as a result. They had 
discussed at the last meeting about how many lumens would be acceptable to the 
Commissioners, but they did not settle on a particular number. Mr. Tokarz also noted 
that, in terms of lumens, the proposed lighting fixtures were similar to those proposed 
for the building at 116 and 118 Kansas Street.  

Commissioner Szmurlo explained that light emitted from a light source is measured as 
luminous flux. The key characteristic for perceived brightness was luminance, which 
was measured in lux (defined as lumens per square meter). He stated that the downtown 
area was dim, which meant low levels of lux. In his opinion, he believed that the current 
lux level was sufficient. He also explained how different levels of lux were appropriate 
in different use contexts. 100-300 lux was common for office use, and in his opinion the 
proposed building would likely need less than that, which is where the discussion of 
lumens came in. If the building needed fixtures that were rated for 4000 lumens, he had 
no issue with that, but his concern was that the light source would not be shielded on all 
sides and directed downward. The previously discussed BUG (backlight, uplight, and 
glare) rating was concerned specifically with the direction of emitted light. He said that 
whatever was needed by the applicants from a light fixture, in terms of lumens, was what 
they needed. His concern was how much of the emitted light the eye of a passerby would 
absorb when walking down the street, past the building.  

Chris Tokarz reiterated that he and the Historic Preservation Commission had talked 
about how many lumens would be appropriate, and that the HPC did not recommend a 
specific number of lumens for the lights. He noted that Village regulations used foot-
candles as their unit of measurement, and the proposed addition met those foot-candle 
requirements as best they could, given the dimensions of the property, and as seen in the 
submitted photometric plan. But when he asked the Historic Preservation Commission 
what they thought would be an appropriate fixture to install in order to address their 
lighting concerns, he had received no clear answer. He added that the proposed fixtures 
were the best out there. 

Commissioner Szmurlo reiterated that he was not so much concerned with the lumen 
count, but the direction of the light being emitted. The proposed cutoff would prevent 
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the light from shining up into the air, not out and directly into people’s eyes.  

Chris Tokarz explained that the light emitted by the fixtures in question was being 
directed downward. The fixtures are engineered to direct light in that way. 

Chair Steward remarked that in regard to Mr. Tokarz’s lumen comment, the Historic 
Preservation Commission had no standard of comparison on what was an appropriate or 
an inappropriate lumen level. 

Grant Currier, another representative of the applicants, asked if the discussion over light 
fixtures could be added as a condition of approval, and allow Mr. Tokarz and himself to 
work with staff to find a solution. 

Chair Steward stated she would be agreeable to that.  

Commissioner Toepper asked staff if the Village had standards for light color. 

Chris Gruba said there were no such standards. 

Chris Tokarz noted that most fixtures now offered choices for light color, and that they 
would likely go for a warmer color. 

Commissioner Kush thanked the applicants for conducting a shade study.  

Chair Steward also thanked the applicants for conducting shade study, as it helped her 
to understand the impact the proposed building would have on the surrounding buildings. 
She added that she was also glad for the changes to the balconies. She read through the 
design guidelines, and then asked for any public comments.  

There were no public comments. 

Chair Steward read aloud the standards for determination for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness, which are found in the Historic Preservation Ordinance (Ord. 3261). 

1. A reasonable effort should be made to provide a compatible use for buildings which 
will require minimum alteration to the building, structure or site and its environment 
or to use a property for its originally intended purpose. 

Commissioner Toepper noted that the proposed addition made few alterations to the 
side of the building along Ash Street, while updating the Kansas Street side. He felt 
that the first standard was met because of that fact. 

Commissioner Szmurlo agreed, noting that the applicants were proposing to keep 
the original building, but also enhance the Kansas and Ash Street sides with the 
addition. He agreed that the first standard was met. 
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Chair Steward, Commissioner Kush, Commissioner Tutko also agreed that the first 
standard was met. 

2. The compatibility of proposed new additions or new construction to the original 
architecture of the landmark or styles within the historic district shall be evaluated 
against the following guidelines: 

a. The height of the proposed structure or additions or alterations should be 
compatible with surrounding structures. 

Commissioner Szmurlo stated that the fact that the proposed addition would 
increase from two stories to three caused him to think of Grant Park in 
Chicago. All buildings around the park have a consistent height, and the area is 
landmarked, regulating the height of future development to keep the buildings 
along the park consistent. With the proposed addition, the building would have 
greater massing than it currently had. He also noted that the proposed addition 
matched the character of the downtown. In his opinion, the submitted shadow 
study showed the proposed addition would not be as bad as he initially thought, 
though there was still a noticeable impact. As a result, he felt conflicted on the 
matter. He noted that, as with any architecture, there was an emotional 
component to his opinion of the proposed addition. This addition might start a 
process which saw downtown Frankfort begin changing from a place like 
downtown Mayberry to a place like downtown Naperville, and was not sure if 
that was what the Historic Preservation Commission or the larger Village 
wanted, but said that he was generally OK with that idea. He added that 
approving such a change would also set a precedent for the future, which 
needed to be considered. When he had moved to Frankfort 20 years ago, the 
downtown had many empty lots and was generally pretty sparse. Today it was 
much a fuller and more bustling place. In the future, he anticipated that the 
downtown area might be more like Naperville. If so, this project could be a 
turning point for the downtown toward that future. 

Chair Steward stated that the proposed addition would be the first three story 
building in the downtown area. While it was partially incompatible with 
immediate neighbors, she felt it was compatible with the larger downtown area.  

Grant Currier noted that the Grainery tower was over 100 feet tall. 

Chair Steward said that she didn’t include that in her consideration since it was 
not a commercial building. 

Commissioner Kush stated that in her opinion, the standard was not met. Her 
concern was that the proposed building would create a cavernous effect, which 
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she felt was confirmed by the shadow study. 

Commissioner Tutko stated that she believed the design did match the 
downtown overall, and that she was warming to the idea of a three-story 
building.  

Chris Tokarz noted that in context of the overall street, there would only be a 
five-foot difference in height between the proposed addition and the two-story 
building across Ash Street.  

b. The proportion of the front facade, that is, the relationship between the width of 
the building to the height of the front elevation. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

c. The relationship of building mass to the open space between it and adjoining 
buildings or structures. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

d. The directional expression of a building or structure, that is, the vertical or 
horizontal positioning. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

e. The roof shape. 

Chair Steward noted that while the roof shape was different than the roof shapes 
of some of the buildings immediately around the property, there were many 
reasons that the applicants had proposed a parapet wall on the roof. With that in 
mind, she believed that this part of the standard was being met. 

f. Architectural details, general design, materials, textures and colors. 

Chair Steward said that in her opinion, the ultimate strength of the proposed 
addition was in meeting this part of the standard. 

Commissioner Szmurlo asked if there would be gray brick used on the 
southernmost part of the façade along Ash Street.  

Chris Tokarz explained that they would be adding detail around the existing 
windows, masonry piers, and installing new brick. The existing brick would 
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remain and be stained to match the new brick. The existing bowling alley already 
used two kinds of brick. They matched one of the brick colors, but could not 
match both.  

Commissioner Szmurlo stated that the proposed building would have different 
tones of brown brick, then change to gray. He said that it might look OK to him, 
but he was unsure about how he felt about it.  

g. Landscape and appurtenances including signs, fences, accessory structures and 
pavings. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

3. Deteriorated architectural features should be repaired rather than replaced, 
wherever possible. In the event that replacement is necessary, the new material 
should closely 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 duplication 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. 

Chair Steward noted that the existing building was in bad shape, and said she liked 
that the applicants were choosing to improve it. For that reason, she felt this standard 
was being met. 

4. All buildings should be recognized as products of their own time. Alterations to 
create an appearance inconsistent with the actual character of the building should 
be discouraged. 

Commissioner Szmurlo stated that was where he felt the proposed balconies became 
an issue for him. The building itself looked as though it was from the 1890s, but the 
balconies looked as though they were added at a later date. The balconies might be 
unnecessary as well, on account of the proposed rooftop deck. He thought that the 
changes shown in the most recent plans looked better, but that he would still prefer 
that they were removed, as it would help the building to look more authentic. If they 
were to stay, he suggested that the applicants give some thought to choosing a more 
decorative design for the balconies, since what was shown looked unornamented.  

Commissioner Kush stated that the proposed balconies did not meet the standard 
being discussed. 

5. Many changes to building and environments which have taken place in the course of 
time may distinguish the history of the building and the neighborhood. Such changes 
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should be recognized and respected. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was being met. 

6. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to buildings should be done in such 
a manner that if they were to be removed in the future, the essential form and 
integrity of the original building would be unimpaired. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was being met. 

7. Contemporary design for new buildings in a historic district and additions to existing 
buildings or landscaping should not be discouraged if such design is compatible with 
the size, scale, color, material, and character of the district, building, or its 
environment. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was being met. 
 

8. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and 
its environment, shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic 
material or distinctive architectural feature should be avoided when possible. 
 
Chair Steward noted that there was not a lot of distinguishing character on the 
existing building to begin with. 

9. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize 
a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 
 

10. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means 
possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage or deface the 
historic building materials shall not be undertaken. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 
 

11. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archaeological 
resources affected by, or adjacent to, any project. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 
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Chair Steward summarized the main concerns which had been expressed by the Historic 
Preservation Commission so far, which included the balconies and the height of the 
building. She asked if there were any comments from the public. 

There were none. 

Chris Gruba explained that, in regard to the discussion about the proposed lights, the 
issue the Village had encountered in the past was with the approval of 1 N Décor. The 
Certificate of Appropriateness contained a condition of approval stating that “a softer or 
warmer bulb be used for the light fixtures”. This wording was somewhat subjective and 
hard to enforce. He asked that if the HPC motioned to approve the bowling alley addition 
as proposed, that a condition be added that the light fixtures be installed with a driver 
which could dim the lights at the request of staff. He said that staff would not go crazy 
with any future requests to dim the lights.  

Chair Steward asked Chris Gruba what were meant by the fencing comments found in 
the memorandum for the project. 

Chris Gruba explained that a condition of approval could be added requiring that any 
proposed fencing for the outdoor seating areas match that characteristics of other fencing 
installed along Kansas Street, such as Fat Rosie’s and Trail’s Edge. He added that if the 
Commissioners were okay with fencing that matched these other businesses, it could be 
added as a condition of approval.  

Chris Tokarz added that the fencing in question was commercially available.  

Chris Gruba continued, saying he would also like to suggest that the Historic 
Preservation Commission express their approval of the proposed locations of the wall 
signs on the building for the record.  The Sign Code requires that wall signs be aligned 
along a single common centerline across each building façade and the proposed signs 
were not. The HPC itself could not approve of this deviation from the Sign Code, but 
that Plan Commission and Village Board could as part of the PUD approval process.  

Chair Steward asked how she should word a condition approving the location of future 
signage. 

Chris Gruba responded that he did not think a condition would be required. Instead, a 
verbal expression of approval from the Historic Preservation Commission recorded in 
the minutes would suffice. The only conditions that were suggested would be for the 
types of fencing and lighting to be installed.  

Motion (#3):  To approve a Certificate of Appropriateness for 15 Ash Street in 
accordance with the submitted plans and public testimony, with the condition that the 
exterior lights be installed with drivers to be reduced in brightness at the request of staff, 
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and that any fencing for outdoor dining areas match the existing fencing for Fat Rosie’s, 
Francesca’s, Trails’ Edge in height, design and materials.   

Motion by: Toepper   Seconded by: Szmurlo 

Approved: (4-1, Commissioner Kush voted no) 

3. Certificate of Appropriateness: 7 N. White Street (New Development) 

Chris Gruba explained the changes to the submitted plans.  

Chair Steward asked the applicant if he had anything to add. 

The applicant’s attorney, Jim Olguin, noted that the project’s architect was on the way 
and would arrive shortly. He stated that the changes to the proposed building were a 
result of their discussions with the Historic Preservation Commission over the past 
couple of meetings. One of the changes they made was to adjust the size of the signs. 
The sign for Senso Sushi looked disproportionate in the renderings. The original size for 
the sign was a seven-foot diameter. They believed that the original size of the sign would 
be more appropriate for that location, but they would defer to the Historic Preservation 
Commission on that decision.  

Chair Steward thanked the applicant for changing their plans and responding to the 
Commissioners’ concerns. She asked for initial comments from the other 
Commissioners. 

Commissioner Tutko asked if the architect was bringing new colors for the Historic 
Preservation Commission to approve. 

The applicant stated that the architect was bringing samples for the Commissioners to 
look at. 

Commissioner Tutko stated she thought the proposed signs looked good. 

Commissioner Kush said she appreciated the addition of the wainscoting. She added that 
the planters softened the look of the building as well, especially with the native plantings. 
She also liked that the pergola was changed to a natural wood tone. The addition of the 
dormers to the roof helped improve the look of the proposed metal material.  

Commissioner Toepper thanked the applicant for being responsive to the 
Commissioners’ feedback.  

Commissioner Szmurlo stated that he had shown the proposed plans to others, and had 
not received any positive responses from those he showed it to. He did not think the 
proposed building fit in the downtown. To him, it looked like a townhouse or a building 
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off of Laraway Road. He made it clear that he was not trying to impart his opinion of the 
architecture onto those he shared the plans with, but they agreed with his view of the 
building. The design was not bad, but did not fit in the downtown. 

Chair Steward said she knew the applicant put a lot of time, energy, and resources into 
the plans, and had been very responsive to the Historic Preservation Commission’s 
feedback. However, she still did not like the design. For one, gray was not a color found 
in the downtown area. She also was concerned with the linear look of the building. The 
building which houses the Wine Thief is linear, and has the appearance of a strip mall 
from the 1980s or 1990s. She stated she was also not a fan of the dormers. The other 
linear buildings in the downtown were all painted in warm colors. The planters with the 
native grasses were great, but she would have preferred more interaction between the 
building and the prairie to the east. 

Commissioner Szmurlo stated that it didn’t seem that the building would use high-grade 
materials. Even some of the buildings along LaGrange Road used high-quality materials 
such as masonry.  

Chair Steward said that comparing the proposal under consideration to buildings along 
LaGrange Road may not be productive. She added that when she mentioned to others 
what businesses the applicant was looking to bring, she generally heard excited 
responses. However, the design was the issue for her.  

The applicant responded, saying that hearing these comments felt like a step back. He 
and his team felt as though they were close at the end of the last meeting. They addressed 
the specific feedback they were given, and now were hearing that it did not fit. He felt 
their proposal was of a higher quality than what was approved at 1 N. White Street, and 
that was not viewed favorably by the Historic Preservation Commission.  

The applicant’s attorney added that in his opinion, when considering the immediate 
context of the site, the current proposal felt appropriate. He disagreed with the idea that 
the proposal did not really fit with the look of the downtown. He thought that this 
proposal would fit in, that people would like it, and was appropriate for this location. 

The applicant stated that the feedback they received at the last meeting felt more like all 
that was left to work on were the finishing touches. The current comments suggested that 
they had to start over, which was hard to hear.  

Chair Steward said his response was understandable.  

Commissioner Szmurlo agreed with the Chair. He explained that he was never a fan of 
the style, and that he had expressed that opinion at the first meeting.   

The applicant said that after the second meeting, he came away with the impression that 
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Commissioner Szmurlo’s concerns had been adequately addressed.  

Commissioner Szmurlo explained that his change of heart was a result of talking about 
the plans with neighbors. 

There was some discussion on how many neighbors were consulted by Commissioner 
Szmurlo and by the applicant when seeking feedback on the design of the proposed 
building. 

Chair Steward stated that the opinions of neighbors, regardless of how many were asked, 
were anecdotal. She said she was not sure how the vote would turn out. If the Historic 
Preservation Commission were to vote to not approve a Certificate of Appropriateness 
for the current proposal, the applicant could choose to either stand firm with their design, 
or change it. She asked for comments from members of the public.  

Trustee Petrow recalled Historic Preservation Commission training which had been 
conducted in the past. She remembered that one part of the training was a discussion on 
trying to avoid creating of a false sense of history when considering new construction. 
She felt the Historic Preservation Commission would benefit from more training in the 
future.  

Chair Steward noted that the applicant had a challenge in trying to create something out 
of nothing, as he needed to balance blending a new building with old.   

Commissioner Kush reiterated that what was before the Commission was a new building, 
a blank slate site. In her opinion, the changes the applicant made left her with no issues. 
She still did not like the look of the building at 1 N. White Street. The proposed building 
would work to mute the visual impact of that building. She noted that she was originally 
against the metal roof, but believed it was improved with the addition of the dormers. 
The addition of the wainscoting added extra detail she thought was needed. She stated 
that one of the things she needed to remember about being on the Historic Preservation 
Commission was that they were not there to create a new-old feel in the downtown. In 
her opinion, the current proposal met the standards of determination. The planters and 
plants were a very good addition. She noted that there was much improvement in the 
proposed plans when compared to the initial submission. She thanked the applicant for 
being accommodating to their feedback.  

Commissioner Tutko stated she was okay with the proposal. It was more modern, but 
not bad. The one thing was that in her opinion, gray was going out of style.  

The architect, Jason Nuttleman, stated that he had brought some additional material 
samples for the Historic Preservation Commission to look at for the proposed brick, 
wood paneling, asphalt shingles, and pavers. He also noted that the newly-proposed 
dormers doubled as skylights. The roof scale was reduced to help improve the massing 



 

 
Minutes of the Historic Preservation Commission– January 18, 2023                                                    14  

of the building. At one point in the design process, they had replaced the metal roof with 
asphalt shingles, but those had made the building feel more massive.  

There was some discussion on how the proposed pavers would be installed in relation to 
the building, outdoor seating areas, and planters.  

The architect added that the renderings included in the agenda packet did not always 
accurately reflect the color tones that would be seen on the actual building.  

Chair Steward asked if there were any other comments.  

There were none. 

Chair Steward read the standards of determination, and noted many standards were not 
applicable since they have to do with existing buildings. 

1. A reasonable effort should be made to provide a compatible use for buildings which 
will require minimum alteration to the building, structure or site and its environment 
or to use a property for its originally intended purpose. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 

2. The compatibility of proposed new additions or new construction to the original 
architecture of the landmark or styles within the historic district shall be evaluated 
against the following guidelines: 

a. The height of the proposed structure or additions or alterations should be 
compatible with surrounding structures. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

b. The proportion of the front facade, that is, the relationship between the width of 
the building to the height of the front elevation. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

c. The relationship of building mass to the open space between it and adjoining 
buildings or structures. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 
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d. The directional expression of a building or structure, that is, the vertical or 
horizontal positioning. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

e. The roof shape. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

f. Architectural details, general design, materials, textures and colors. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

g. Landscape and appurtenances including signs, fences, accessory structures and 
pavings. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this part of the standard was being met. 

3. Deteriorated architectural features should be repaired rather than replaced, 
wherever possible. In the event that replacement is necessary, the new material 
should closely 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 duplication 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. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 

4. All buildings should be recognized as products of their own time. Alterations to 
create an appearance inconsistent with the actual character of the building should 
be discouraged. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 

5. Many changes to building and environments which have taken place in the course of 
time may distinguish the history of the building and the neighborhood. Such changes 
should be recognized and respected. 

There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
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Commission that this standard was not applicable. 

6. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to buildings should be done in such 
a manner that if they were to be removed in the future, the essential form and 
integrity of the original building would be unimpaired. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 

7. Contemporary design for new buildings in a historic district and additions to existing 
buildings or landscaping should not be discouraged if such design is compatible with 
the size, scale, color, material, and character of the district, building, or its 
environment. 
 
Commissioner Kush stated that she believed this standard was being met. 
 
Commissioner Szmurlo stated that he believed this standard was not being met. 
 

8. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and 
its environment, shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic 
material or distinctive architectural feature should be avoided when possible. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 

9. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize 
a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 
 

10. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means 
possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage or deface the 
historic building materials shall not be undertaken. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 
 

11. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archaeological 
resources affected by, or adjacent to, any project. 
 
There was general agreement among the members of the Historic Preservation 
Commission that this standard was not applicable. 
 

Chair Steward asked staff to explain the possible conditions of approval listed in the 
memo. 

Chris Gruba explained the reason for each potential condition of approval. 
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Chair Steward asked the applicant if the proposed fencing would match the fencing seen 
elsewhere in the downtown. 

The applicant responded that it would. 

Chair Steward asked what the dimensions of the proposed planters were. 

The architect replied that they would be two feet by six feet. 

Chair Steward asked what material would be used for the gate on the trash enclosure. 

The architect stated the gate would be metal. 

Chair Steward asked if there were any comments on the proposed signage. 

Commissioner Kush said she was concerned that there was no common centerline for all 
the proposed signs, though she understood why there was not one. 

Chair Steward recalled that the applicant’s attorney had mentioned that they had 
proposed a different sign at one point. 

The applicant’s attorney clarified that they had originally proposed a larger sign for 
Senso Sushi, and that he brought it up because the dimensions of current proposed sign 
made it seem disproportionately small. 

Commissioner Szmurlo asked if the sign would need to be bigger, since it was on a larger 
gable. 

Chair Steward asked if the larger-dimension sign was included in the last submission. 

The applicant’s attorney stated that their initial submission had included the sign with 
larger dimensions. 

Chris Gruba stated that he was looking for a statement from the Historic Preservation 
Commission expressing approval of the location of the wall signs, as the Plan 
Commission and Village Board could approve of the deviation from the Sign Code 
through the Planned Unit Development review process.  

Chair Steward asked where the mechanical equipment would be located on the building. 

The architect stated that there would be condensers on roof that would be visually 
shielded by the architecture. 

Chris Gruba asked if any of the roof-mounted mechanical units would be visible from 
the street. He then noted for the record that the rooftop units should not be the tallest part 
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of the building.  

The architect said they would not be visible from the street.  

Chris Gruba explained the different motions which could be brought forward to the 
Historic Preservation Commission. They could move to approve or deny a Certificate of 
Appropriateness, or move to table the discussion.  

Motion (#4): To approve a Certificate of Appropriateness for the proposed building 
located at 7 N. White Street in accordance with the submitted plans and public testimony, 
with the condition that that the trash enclosure be equipped with opaque metal gates and 
that any fencing for outdoor dining areas match the existing fencing for Fat Rosie’s, 
Francesca’s, Trails’ Edge in height, design and materials.  

Motion by: Kush   Seconded by: Szmurlo 

Approved: (3-2, Commissioner Szmurlo and Chair Steward voted no) 

Chair Steward thanked the applicant for their work. She believed the new building would 
be received well by the community, despite her personal opinion. 

Commissioner Szmurlo agreed. 

C. Other Business  

There was no other business. 
 
D. Staff Updates 

1. Upcoming Webinars 

Drew Duffin noted that two free webinars were being offered in February. The first was 
being hosted by the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions on February 2nd, 
and the second was being hosted by Landmarks Illinois. He asked that if any of the 
commissioners wished to go, that they notify him so he could keep a record of it. 

2. Historic Buildings Survey 

Mike Schwarz noted that staff was still reviewing the RFP responses and a firm would 
be selected shortly. 

E. Public Comments 

There were no public comments. 
 

F. Adjournment 
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