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REPORT TO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
PREPARED BY:

Taylor Long, Associate Planner

DATE:

June 4, 2019

SUBJECT:

BG-19-06-07: Bone Grant Application for Window Replacement,
603 Normal Avenue

A. Summary: Request for Bone Grant funding for a window’s replacement.
B. Recommended Action: Approval
C. Background:
1. Property Information:
Applicant(s): Tom and Claire Lamonica
Owner(s):

Tom and Claire Lamonica

Location:

603 Normal Ave

2. Property Description: 603 Normal Ave was designated a contributing property to the Old
North Normal Historic District by the Town Council in September of 2003 (Ordinance No.
4887). This two-story, side gable Craftsman home was built in 1925 and features a modern rear
addition (approved by the HPC in May of 2007) and a detached garage.

3. Description of Alteration(s):
At the May 14, 2019 meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission, the applicants and
their contractor, Justin Bratcher, proposed and received approval for the replacement of an
original, wood window located on a stairway landing between the first and second floors on
the north side of the home at 603 Normal Avenue (CA-19-05-20).
The commission approved the installation of one wood, double-hung insert window
externally clad in aluminum in place of one original window currently covered with an
aluminum storm, which will be removed as part of the project. The approved window
features raised, exterior mullions and simulated divided lites.
At that same meeting, the applicant, Mr. Lamonica, asked the commission if and how his
window replacement project could qualify for Bone Grant funding. Commissioners and
Town staff informed Mr. Lamonica that his project certainly qualified for grant funding
given the design and construction of his replacement window, but that such funds could
only be awarded were he to return to the commission with a Bone Grant application. Along
with the application, Mr. Lamonica was told that he would have to submit a second estimate
for the costs of professional services and/or materials for the project – Mr. Bratcher’s
estimate being the first of the two required by the commission. Lastly, Town staff and the
commissioners told Mr. Lamonica that Bone Grant funds could only be awarded to eligible
projects that had not begun or been completed prior to the commission’s approval of a grant
request.
Mr. Lamonica followed all instructions provided to him by staff and the commission at the
May 14, 2019 meeting and has submitted the attached Bone Grant application.
BG-19-06-07: Bone Grant Application
The applicants are requesting Bone Grant funding for the approved window replacement
project and have submitted the two requisite estimates for the cost of the project (see
attached estimates).
Estimates Summary:
Estimate #1: Professional services and material costs
Estimate #2: Professional services and material costs
Portion eligible for grant funding:

50% ($4,000 maximum)

2

Total
$1,591.11
$2,160.00
$795.56

Estimate #1 - Costs of Professional Services and Materials

Estimate #1 - Costs of Professional Services and Materials

Estimate #2 - Costs of Professional Services and Materials

603 Normal Avenue
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REPORT TO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
PREPARED BY:

Taylor Long, Associate Planner

REVIEWED BY:

Mercy Davison, Town Planner
Mark Clinch, Director of Facilities and Energy Management

DATE:

June 6, 2019

SUBJECT:

CA-19-06-24: Garage Door Replacement, 305 E Pine Street

A. Summary: Proposed replacement of the historic Route 66 service station’s larger
(easternmost), north-facing garage door.
B. Recommended Action: Approval
C. Background:
1. Property Information:
Applicant(s): Town of Normal
Owner(s):

Town of Normal

Location:

305 E Pine Street

2. Property Description: 305 E Pine Street, historically referred to as “Sprague’s Super
Service,” was designated a local historic landmark by the Town Council in August of 2011
(Ordinance No. 5394). Prior to receiving local historic designation, the property was listed on
the National Register of Historic Places by its previous owner, Terri Ryburn, in April of 2008.
The Tudor-Revival style building was constructed by Bloomington Contractor William W.
Sprague in 1930-31. He developed the building in order to house his traffic-related business
along the Route 66 corridor, which followed Pine Street through a portion of Normal. The firstfloor housed office and mechanical space for the service station. Two apartments were located
on the second level and served as residences for the owner and service attendant. Two nonhistoric additions were made to the structure (one to the rear/south in 1948 and another to the
west in 1967) and were authorized to be removed at some point in the future by the Town
Council in 2011. Today the near-fully restored structure operates as a Town-owned Route 66
visitor center and giftshop for travelers along the historic roadway.

3. Description of Proposed Alteration(s):
Town staff is requesting the commission’s input in the replacement of the easternmost garage
door on the north-façade of the historic service station at 305 E Pine Street (location shown
below and in the attached documents). Likely installed in the 1940s or 50s, the door currently
in place is an overhead-operating door made of wood and features recessed panels and two
horizontal rows of glass windows (20 glass panels in total). This door is no longer operable
and Town of Normal Facilities and Energy Management staff are in the process of determining
historically appropriate replacement options. Note: the garage door seen to the west of the one
in question was part of a garage addition made in 1967 to accommodate a secondary service
bay housing a hydraulic lift.
As the attached memo from Mark Clinch, Director of Facilities and Energy Management,
explains, three options are being considered at this time.
Option #1: Replace the existing door with an identical model functioning in the same,
overhead fashion.
Option #2: Replace the existing door with a substitute of the same material and design, but
which functions in a folding or accordion-style fashion. Images of examples are
attached.
Option #3: Split the current garage door opening down the middle with a new column of brick
where the above course of brick changes its directional layout (see images below
and attached). The divided garage opening would then feature two wood doors
functioning in either an overhead or folding fashion.
Without possession of photos or images of the service station prior to the 1960s, it
is not known whether the garage opening was ever divided by a central brick
column. The oldest known photo of the service station is from 1961 (below and
attached) and shows the garage entrance without a divided opening and likely with
the current door in place. The change in the brick pattern above the door does
make one wonder if a central column did exist at one time, however.

Change in brick pattern

Photo from 1961
2

4. Code Requirement for Certificate of Appropriateness:
A Certificate of Appropriateness is required because it involves the alteration of a structure or
feature on the property that is readily visible from a public right-of-way.
SEC. 15.16-5 – Certificate of Appropriateness
A. Certificate of Appropriateness. A Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required before
the following actions affecting the exterior architectural appearance of any landmark or
property within a historic district may be undertaken:
1. Any exterior construction, alteration, or removal requiring a building permit from the
Town.
SEC. 15.16-5 – Standards for Review
F. Standards for Review. In considering an application for a building or demolition permit or
for a Certificate of Appropriateness, the Preservation Commission shall be guided by the
following general standards in addition to any design guidelines in the ordinance
designating the landmark or historic district:
6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever
possible. In the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the
material being replaced in composition design, color (paint or stain, on any surface that
has not been previously painted or stained shall comply with Standards of Review),
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.
SEC. 15.16-2 – Design Guidelines for New Construction and Staff Analysis
E. Design Guidelines. Design guidelines for applying the criteria for review of Certificates of
Appropriateness shall, at a minimum, consider the following architectural criteria for
existing structures and new construction:
1. Height – The height of any proposed alteration or construction should be
compatible with the style and character of the landmark and with contributing
structures in a historic district.
Regardless of the replacement option pursued, the height of the garage door would be
slightly less than the one currently in place. In addition to being inoperable due to
deterioration, the current door would not be able to open due to the presence of
plumbing situated overhead in the garage space. Unless the equipment is rerouted, a
taller header board would have to be installed just above the door(s) and the
replacement door(s) would have be located just below that to allow enough space to
open properly. This header might be an additional 6 inches taller than the one
currently in place.
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2. Proportions of Windows and Doors – The proportions and relationships between
doors and windows on facades visible from the street should be compatible with the
architectural style and character of the landmark and with contributing structures
within a historic district.
All of the proposed replacement options would feature windows identical or
comparable to the existing door’s glass panels.
3. Relationship of Building Masses and Spaces – The relationship of a structure within
a historic district to the open space between it and adjoining structures should be
compatible.
N/A
4. Roof Shape – The design of the roof should be compatible with the architectural style
and character of the landmark and contributing structures in a historic district.
N/A
5. Scale – The scale of the structure after alteration, construction, or partial demolition
should be compatible with its architectural style and character and with contributing
structures in historic districts.
The scale of the garage would not be adversely impacted by any of the proposed
replacements.
6. Directional Expression – Facades in historic districts should blend with other
structures with regard to directional expression. Structures in a historic district
should be compatible with the dominant horizontal or vertical expression of
surrounding structures. The directional expression of a landmark after alteration,
construction, or partial demolition should be compatible with its original
architectural style and character.
N/A
7. Garages and Driveways – Garages should be situated in a manner compatible with
garages located on contributing properties within a district. If attached, the garage
should be set back to the rear face of the home.
Aside from the garage door and perhaps some associated trim or fascia, no structural
elements would be removed or altered as part of the proposed project.
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8. Architectural Details – Architectural details including materials, colors (paint or
stain color on any surface that has not been previously painted or stained shall
comply with design guidelines), and textures should be treated so as to make a
landmark compatible with its original architectural style and character and to
preserve and enhance the architectural style or character of a landmark or historic
district.
Were Option #1 or #2 to be pursued, no architectural details would be significantly
altered on the face of the garage. Option #1 is essentially a like-for-like
replacement of the existing door. Option #2 would not significantly alter the
appearance or design of the existing garage opening or door but would change its
operation – an issue often not taken into consideration for the appropriate
replacement of windows on residential historic structures.
The attached excerpts from the National Park Service’s Preservation Brief on The
Preservation and Reuse of Historic Gas Stations provide additional context
surrounding the evolution of service and gas station bay doors and the
considerations that should be made for their restoration and/or replacement.
Option #3 would bring about a fairly substantial change to the garage and the
principle façade of the building. What’s more, without photographic, written, or
overwhelming physical evidence that the garage was originally divided into two
bays with a central, brick column, it is problematic to suggest that this option be
pursued at this time. Were additional evidence found showing the garage was
originally divided with such a column, however, this option would certainly be
appropriate and result in a truly restored garage entrance and principle façade of
the historic service station.
Also, there is a possibility that dividing the garage’s entrance in two might limit the
functionality of the space with regards to housing modern or even classic vehicles.
Lastly, a brick column would require investigating the need for foundational
support in that central location. This would, of course, would not be visible from
the street.

5

CA-19-06-24

To:
From:
RE:
Date:

Town of Normal Historic Preservation Commission
Mark Clinch, Town of Normal Director of Facilities and Energy Management
Sprague’s Super Service Garage Door Replacement Project
May 30, 2019

The general intent of this project is to replace the non-functional overhead door with a period
appropriate door. The replacement is expected to be an in-kind type (overhead) or
folding/accordion-style door, both would be of wood construction with recessed wood and glass
panels. Additionally, there has been some conversation of creating a masonry column at the
center point of the header/soldier course of the door opening to split the opening into two equalsized service doors.
The current door is inoperable and cost prohibitive to repair. We are seeking direction on
appropriate overhead door specifications and design requirements for both door types as well
as the concept of creating two service doors.
The project timeline will be significantly influenced by the door type selected as the folding style
will likely be a custom-built door at a premium cost compared to an in-kind replacement. Staff
opinion on this project is that all options should be considered to accomplish the best long-term
and historically appropriate solution as determined through this collaborative process.
Ultimately, funding will determine feasibility of each proposed solution, so staff also feels that it
is in the best interest to determine a best-case scenario as well as acceptable alternative(s).

CA-19-06-25 – Garage Door Replacement
Location of brick layout change

CA-19-06-25 – Garage Door Replacement

1967 garage addition

CA-19-06-25 – Garage Door Replacement
1961 photograph

CA-19-06-25 – Garage Door Replacement
Examples of folding garage doors

Doors located at/on the Copy Shop in Bloomington

Doors located at/on a restored station in Odell, IL

305 E Pine Street
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REPORT TO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
PREPARED BY:

Taylor Long, Associate Planner

DATE:

June 6, 2019

SUBJECT:

CA-19-06-25: Stoop Restoration, 1302 Hillcrest Street
BG-19-06-08: Bone Grant Application for Stoop Restoration

A. Summary: Proposed restoration of the home’s brick wingwalls and concrete steps and
wingwall capstones. The applicants are also seeking Bone Grant funding for the stoop
restoration project.
B. Recommended Action: Approval
C. Background:
1. Property Information:
Applicant(s): Bill Perry & Catherine O’Reilly
Owner(s): Bill Perry & Catherine O’Reilly
Location: 1302 Hillcrest Street

2. Property Description: 1302 Hillcrest Street was built in 1923 and designated a contributing
property to the Cedar Crest Historic District by the Town Council in June of 1993 (Ordinance
No. 4145). The 1.5-story, Craftsman, Tudor-style home was also designated a contributing
property to the Cedar Crest Addition Historic District, which was listed on the National Register
of Historic Places in 2006. In the National Register Nomination, 1302 Hillcrest is recognized
for its high-pitched, cross-gabled roof, brick-clad first floor, and false-timbered gables. The
home features an attached garage on its northern façade that has been standing since at least
1933.
The home has had a number of restoration and repair projects reviewed and approved by the
commission in the recent past. In 2011, the commission approved and awarded Bone Grant
funds to a brick restoration project on the home’s southern façade (CA-11-08-25 & BG-11-0805). Additionally, in 2018, the commission approved the replacement of the home’s
deteriorated, non-historic garage door and associated fascia and trim repairs (CA-18-10-42).

3. Description of Proposed Alteration(s):
CA-19-06-25: Stoop Restoration
The applicants propose the like-for-like repair and restoration of the 1302 Hillcrest Street’s
front, west-facing stoop. Currently, the stoop’s two brick wingwalls are tilting and separating
from the home and the stoop’s concrete steps. Additionally, the stoop’s steps and concrete
wingwall capstones are cracked and deteriorating.
The proposed restoration project would include:
1. Identical reconstruction of the stoop’s two brick wingwalls with matching brick. The
brick proposed was left over from the brick restoration project that took place on the
home’s southern façade in 2011.
2. Identical reconstruction of the stoop’s concrete steps and wingwall capstones
Note: The applicants’ Certificate of Appropriateness application makes mention of their plans
to replace their front sidewalk. As the alteration and/or replacement of “flatwork,” such as
driveways and sidewalks, are not subject to Historic Preservation Commission approval,
commissioners need not consider this project.

BG-19-06-08: Bone Grant Application
The applicants are requesting Bone Grant funding for the proposed stoop restoration project
and have submitted the one of the two requisite estimates for the cost of the project (see
attached estimate). The applicants will be bringing a second estimate for the commission to
review at its Tuesday, June 11, 2019, meeting.
Estimates Summary:
Estimate #1:
Professional services and material costs

Total
$5,998.73

Portion eligible for grant funding:

$2,999.37

50% ($4,000 maximum)
2

4.

Code Requirement for Certificate of Appropriateness:

A Certificate of Appropriateness is required because it involves the alteration of a structure or
feature on the property that is readily visible from a public right-of-way.
SEC. 15.16-5 – Certificate of Appropriateness
A. Certificate of Appropriateness. A Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required before
the following actions affecting the exterior architectural appearance of any landmark or
property within a historic district may be undertaken:
1. Any exterior construction, alteration, or removal requiring a building permit from the
Town.
SEC. 15.16-5 – Standards for Review
F. Standards for Review. In considering an application for a building or demolition permit or
for a Certificate of Appropriateness, the Preservation Commission shall be guided by the
following general standards in addition to any design guidelines in the ordinance
designating the landmark or historic district:
6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever
possible. In the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the
material being replaced in composition design, color (paint or stain, on any surface that
has not been previously painted or stained shall comply with Standards of Review),
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.
SEC. 15.16-2 – Design Guidelines for New Construction and Staff Analysis
E. Design Guidelines. Design guidelines for applying the criteria for review of Certificates of
Appropriateness shall, at a minimum, consider the following architectural criteria for
existing structures and new construction:
1. Height – The height of any proposed alteration or construction should be
compatible with the style and character of the landmark and with contributing
structures in a historic district.
The height of the stoop’s steps and wingwalls would not be altered by the proposed
restoration project.
2. Proportions of Windows and Doors – The proportions and relationships between
doors and windows on facades visible from the street should be compatible with the
architectural style and character of the landmark and with contributing structures
within a historic district.
N/A
3

3. Relationship of Building Masses and Spaces – The relationship of a structure within
a historic district to the open space between it and adjoining structures should be
compatible.
N/A
4. Roof Shape – The design of the roof should be compatible with the architectural style
and character of the landmark and contributing structures in a historic district.
N/A
5. Scale – The scale of the structure after alteration, construction, or partial demolition
should be compatible with its architectural style and character and with contributing
structures in historic districts.
The scale of the stoop would not be adversely altered by the proposed restoration of the
steps and wingwalls.
6. Directional Expression – Facades in historic districts should blend with other
structures with regard to directional expression. Structures in a historic district
should be compatible with the dominant horizontal or vertical expression of
surrounding structures. The directional expression of a landmark after alteration,
construction, or partial demolition should be compatible with its original
architectural style and character.
N/A
7. Garages and Driveways – Garages should be situated in a manner compatible with
garages located on contributing properties within a district. If attached, the garage
should be set back to the rear face of the home.
N/A
8. Architectural Details – Architectural details including materials, colors (paint or
stain color on any surface that has not been previously painted or stained shall
comply with design guidelines), and textures should be treated so as to make a
landmark compatible with its original architectural style and character and to
preserve and enhance the architectural style or character of a landmark or historic
district.
No architectural details will be adversely altered by the applicants’ proposed
efforts. The stoop’s wingwalls will be mindfully repaired using materials nearly
identical to the mortar and bricks in place currently. Additionally, the concrete
steps and wingwall capstones will be replaced in an appropriate, identical fashion.
The size and shape of each effected element will not be changed.

4

CA-19-06-25

Perry and O’Reilly
Proposal to repair front steps and sidewalk of 1302 Hillcrest St, Normal, IL 61761
Photo of the house:

The front steps have been deteriorating since we have moved in. It appears a lot of ice melting produce was
used on the steps in the past and the seams between the concrete and bricks were not sealed. The side walls have
pushed to the outsides and are tilting outward. The right wall is currently falling off and unstable.

Note the steps above also show deterioration and the cement is missing and crumbling from the steps
themselves.
The side walk in the front of the steps is attached to the first step and is also a gawdy mauve fake stamped stone
and we propose to replace this as it is not historic.

Proposed work:
We have not attached drawings or plans but the replacement steps will match what is there in style, dimensions
and the cement capstones exactly. When we moved into the house, we had the south facing wall replaced
(approved by the commission) and at that time we bought enough bricks to redo the steps. These bricks are a
near perfect match to the existing bricks. We will replace the mauve fake printed sidewalk with plain cement
with the same curve that exists currently.

CA-19-06-25

Estimate #1 - Costs of Professional Services and Materials
Bill Perry <wlperry@gmail.com>

Concrete Work
1 message
Clint Schumacher <clintshoe15@gmail.com>
To: wlperry@gmail.com

Thu, May 30, 2019 at 4:43 PM

Bill,
Great meeting you and Catherine last night. This is what you would be looking at concrete wise:
Steps and 6x13 pad
Demo existing steps and stamped pad
hall away and dispose of aggregate and concrete
if needed dig footings to 42" sbelow frost deep and trench pour to height provided by Dale to build on.
concrete to be 3000 # white rock mix
once footings are ready Dale will build block walls
form up steps to be 7 1/4" x12 with walk area up top
form up 6x13' pad in front to match existing
place reinforcement 1/2" rod in to tie together
pour with stairs 4" thick using 4000# white rock design
Finish steps and pad with a light broom finish
seal steps and pad using Silencure SRT
strip forms and backfill with black dirt
Total footings and steps
$5,998.73
**if there is a footing, and no footing work needs done that will save you $1,100.00 making the project Total $4,898.73**
Sidewalk project
demo 48' of sidewalk and curb
hall away and dispose of concrete
excavate to 4" thick
add fill aggregate and compact
frame up walk to match existing 48' by 4' wide sloping 1/4" inch per foot
frame up new curb 4"thick 8" to bottom
pour curb and walk at the same time
strip and finish concrete with a smooth broom
seal using silencure SRT
strip forms and backfill with black dirt
bricks to be taken out and disposed up and black dirt to replace
tidy up job sight and eat some honey toast!
Total $2,497.23
*if walk is already demode then cost will be decreased by $300*
Let me know what you guys think. I will contact Dale once I here back from you thanks!

1302 Hillcrest Street
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4408 E Raab Road (House north of the Apostolic Christian Church)
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DP-19-06-04 – Demolition of house north of the Apostolic Christian Church

DP-19-06-04 – Demolition of house north of the Apostolic Christian Church

DP-19-06-04 – Demolition of house north of the Apostolic Christian Church

