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1512-1514 N Hoyne - Public Comment

Logan Ebeling <logane7@gmail.com>
Sun 2/28/2021 4:27 AM

To:  ccl <ccl@cityofchicago.org>

Dear Commission on Chicago Landmarks,

I am a resident of West Town, Ward 1, nearby to the location of the proposed development at 1512-
1514 N Hoyne. I am in agreement with the staff recommendation concerning the construction of a 3-
story masonry structure with roof deck that it will not have an adverse effect on the significant
historical and architectural features of the landmark property and district. 

Thank you,
Logan Ebeling



3/3/2021 Mail - ccl - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/ccl@cityofchicago.org/AAMkADMyZDhlZjljLWIwYTEtNDI0Yi1iNzc1LWUxMmU3ZTAzNGM0NgAuAAAAAADBOKhDFkaAQ… 1/1

 [Warning: External email] 

1512-1514 N. Hoyne Wicker Park District

Kristofer Trujillo <kristofer.trujillo@gmail.com>
Mon 3/1/2021 3:11 AM

To:  ccl <ccl@cityofchicago.org>

Hello,

As a resident in the neighborhood, I am writing to the commission in support of the project and the
staff’s recommendation for 1512-14 N. Hoyne. The existing structure is not disturbed and the new
adjacent structure fits the aesthetic of the neighborhood. It is my belief that the owners have acted in
good faith throughout the process and have followed the applicable laws and regulations. 

Sincerely,

Kristofer Trujillo
773.909.6334
Kristofer.Trujillo@gmail.com



 

 

March 3, 2021 

 

Commission on Chicago Landmarks 

121 N. LaSalle Street 

Chicago, IL 60602 

 

RE: Permit Review Committee Item #1, 1512-14 N. Hoyne 

Dear Chairman Wong and Commissioners: 

We regret that we cannot testify in person before you today. Please accept this written testimony 
regarding the new construction of a home addition in the Wicker Park Chicago Landmark District. 

Landscapes are so much a part of Wicker Park, within and beyond this District’s borders. The landscapes 
help define some of these historic structures with their setbacks, oftentimes surrounding large houses 
within this district which offer large gardens and side yards. These are important components of the 
Landmark District and its protections, as noted in the ordinance, specifically addressing landscapes. 
Approving this plan could set a precedent of parceling off more side yards and gardens in the District.  

We are also of the opinion that this sets a precedent for other districts, including the Astor Street 
District (which contains the Cardinal/Archbishop House) and the green, lush spaces there to be parceled 
off for development – further undermining our Landmark districts. 

In a Landmark District, if there was a building that no longer stands it is appropriate to consider new 
construction on that site. However, historically green spaces should be retained as they maintain 
historic character and address quality of life issues. We look forward to working with Wicker Park 
residents going forward to protect this District, and proactively protect these green spaces. 

Thank you for your consideration of this written testimony. We look forward to working with the City of 
Chicago and the Wicker Park community to proactively address these and future issues. 

Sincerely, 

 

Ward Miller 
Executive Director 
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February	25,	2021	
	
Mr.	Ernest	C.	Wong,	Chair	
Commission	on	Chicago	Landmarks	(CCL)	
Via	email:	ccl@cityofchicago.org	
	
Dear	Mr.	Wong,	Esteemed	Commissioners,	and	Staff,	
	
We	wish	to	voice	our	strong	opposition	to	the	development	plans	for	1512	/	1514	N.	
Hoyne	Avenue,	which	is	located	within	the	Wicker	Park	Landmark	District.	
	
As	long-time	neighbors	and	current	owners	of	property	that	is	directly	adjacent	to	
this	proposed	development,	we	are	requesting	that	the	Commission	reject	this	
development	proposal	because:	
	

• this	development	would	have	an	adverse	effect	on	the	fabric	of	the	
neighborhood,	destroying	historic	green	spaces	visible	from	the	street,		
	

• this	development	would	have	an	adverse	effect	on	adjacent	buildings	by	
destroying	sightlines	to	historically	and	architecturally	significant	features	of	
said	buildings,	

	
• allowing	the	project	to	proceed	as	proposed	would	be	contrary	to	the	Wicker	

Park	Landmark	District	Ordinance	protection	of	Streetscapes	and	therefore	
deleterious	to	the	District,	and	

	
• is	contrary	to	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior's	standards,	and	will	set	dangerous	

precedent	allowing	for	more	harm	to	the	District.	
	
	
For	a	little	history,	we	first	purchased	property	down	the	street	on	Hoyne	Avenue	in	
this	beautiful	Landmark	District	in	2006,	attracted	not	only	by	the	beautiful	historic	
architecture,	but	also	by	the	hundred-year	old	trees	that	line	the	street	and	the	
greenery	that	provides	a	respite	from	the	busy	surrounding	streets	of	North,	Damen,	
Milwaukee,	and	Division.		This	Landmark	District	is	like	a	little	pocket	of	Chicago	
that	has	been	preserved	by	time	and	is	a	truly	unique	feature	of	the	city.	
	
Over	the	years,	as	we	expanded	our	family,	we	looked	to	move	from	a	condo	to	a	
larger	home.		We	scoured	real	estate	listings	to	find	the	perfect	Victorian-era	home.		
We	finally	found	it	in	2017	at	1510	N	Hoyne	Avenue.		Originally	a	single	family	
home,	the	circa	1882	building	had	been	converted	into	apartments	in	the	mid	
1900s.	We	sought	to	“bring	it	back”	to	its	original	state	as	a	family	home.	This	
project	was	completed	in	2019,	when	we	moved	in	right	before	Christmas	of	that	
year	with	our	4-year	old	son.		
	
When	we	moved	in,	we	were	warmly	welcomed	by	the	Peter	Debreceny	and	Jane	
Humzy,	the	prior	owners	of	1512/1514	N	Hoyne	Avenue.		The	Debrecenys	were	
master	gardeners	who	cherished	the	green	space	to	the	north	of	their	home.		On	
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summer	weekends,	you	could	often	find	our	4	year	old	son	next	door,	feeding	the	
chickens,	picking	tomatoes,	helping	plant	seeds,	filling	the	birdfeeders,	or	harvesting	
honey	from	one	of	the	Debrecenys	many	beehives.		It	was	a	veritable	secret	garden	
in	the	middle	of	a	city.		THIS	is	the	community	we	were	excited	to	be	part	of;	people	
who	loved	the	land	and	the	neighborhood	and	who	clearly	put	love	and	community	
at	the	forefront	of	their	home	and	property.	
	
When	the	Debrecenys	announced	that	they	were	moving	back	to	Australia	after	30	
years	here,	we	were	sad	to	see	them	go.		While	we	loved	working	in	the	Debrecenys	
yard	and	had	seriously	considered	putting	in	an	offer	on	their	home,	we	had	just	
finished	our	own	house	project	and	couldn’t	afford	to	begin	again	after	having	just	
completed	a	huge	restoration	of	our	current	historic	home.			
	
And,	while	we	didn’t	expect	that	the	new	owner	of	the	1512/1514	property	would	
have	the	same	knack	for	gardening	as	our	prior	neighbors,	we	certainly	didn’t	
expect	that	the	individual	would	be	so	careless	as	to	purchase	a	property	in	a	
Landmark	District	without	any	regard	to	the	neighbors’	views	or	the	sensitivity	of	
the	streetscape.			
	
Within	a	month	of	the	new	owners’	purchase,	we	woke	to	the	sound	of	chainsaws	
outside	our	front	window.	The	new	owner	had	hired	two	workers	to	cut	down	not	
only	the	beautiful	crabapple	tree	that	directly	sat	next	to	our	front	door	(that	was	
planted	at	the	same	time	as	the	one	that	sits	in	our	front	yard),	but	had	razed	the	
entire	greenscape	on	the	northern	side	of	the	home	–	this,	we	were	told	later,	was	
done	out	of	spite	to	the	neighborhood’s	opposition	to	these	development	plans.		Is	
this	the	example	we	want	to	show	our	children?	That	the	removal	of	a	much-loved	
garden	was	done	to	deliberately	upset	those	of	us	who	have	loved	it	so	much,	
merely	out	of	sheer	spite?		Not	very	neighborly.	
	
The	little	walkway	from	the	sidewalk	at	1512	N	Hoyne	that	brought	the	viewers’	eye	
back	into	the	lush	landscape	of	the	Debreceny’s	secret	garden	was	now	alone,	
among	barren	flat	dirt.		The	secret	garden	was	no	more.	
	
We	are	very	sad	our	former	neighbors	have	moved	on	and	understand	that	things	
do	change.	But	the	reason	we	bought	in	a	Landmark	District	to	begin	with	is	to	make	
sure	that	the	historic	fabric	of	this	neighborhood	stands.	This	proposed	
development	is	the	antithesis	to	everything	that	fabric	represents.	
	
We	are	attaching	a	few	photos	that	represent	the	landscape	for	reference.		Please	
view	these	photos	in	the	following	pages.	
	
Thank	you,	
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cc:	Gabriel	Ignacio	Dziekiewicz,	Vice	Chair	
cc:	Paola	Aguirre	
cc:	Suellen	Burns	
cc:	Tiara	Hughes	
cc:	Lynn	Osmond	
cc:	Richard	Tolliver	
cc:	Lawrence	Shure	
	
	
Photos	of	the	1510-1520	N	Hoyne	frontage,	side,	and	rear	gardens	
	
	

Front	of	1510	and	1512	N	Hoyne	Avenue	with	Crabapple	trees.		Crabapple	tree	on	right	side	of	
photo	has	since	been	removed	by	owner	of	1512	N	Hoyne.	
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Front	elevation	of	1510	and	1512	N	Hoyne	Avenue	from	property	listing.		Side	
garden	is	shown	with	lush	landscaping	and	side	of	1520	historic	architectural	
feature		(bay	window)	can	be	seen	on	right.	
	

	
	
1510	/	1512	N	Hoyne	Ave	–	photo	depicting	streetscape	from	north	side	facing	
south	(photo	from	real	estate	listing).	Pathway	into	the	“secret	garden”	shown	in	
center	of	photo.	
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1512	N	Hoyne	Avenue	from	northside	facing	south	(photo	from	real	estate	listing).		
This	photo	was	taken	prior	to	the	demolition	of	landscaping	
	

	
	
	
Current	streetscape	view	from	north	side	facing	south	following	the	owner’s	
demolition	of	the	garden.	
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Back	garden	view	(north	facing)	into	1512	N	Hoyne	Avenue	
	

	
	
North	facing	into	1512	N	Hoyne	Avenue	(garden	depicted	at	top	of	photo)	

	



	 7	

	
Our	son	catching	butterflies	in	the	rear	lot	(north	facing	view	into	rear	garden	of	
1512	N	Hoyne			

	



3/3/2021 Mail - ccl - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/ccl@cityofchicago.org/AAMkADMyZDhlZjljLWIwYTEtNDI0Yi1iNzc1LWUxMmU3ZTAzNGM0NgAuAAAAAADBOKhDFkaAQ… 1/2

 [Warning: External email] 

1512/1514 N Hoyne Construction

Szkwarek, Christy <Christy.Szkwarek@amitahealth.org>
Thu 2/25/2021 3:10 PM

To:  ccl <ccl@cityofchicago.org>
Cc:  Lawrence Shure <Lawrence.Shure@cityofchicago.org>

1 attachments (14 KB)

Szkwarek-Hoyne.docx;

Mr.	Ernest	C.	Wong,	Chair
Commission	on	Chicago	Landmarks	(CCL)
	
Via	email:	ccl@cityofchicago.org
	
Dear	Mr.	Wong:
	
We	wish	to	voice	our	strong	opposition	to	the	development	plans	for	1512	/1514	N.
Hoyne	Avenue,	which	is	located	within	the	Wicker	Park	Landmark	District.
	
My	family	has	lived	in	the	three	�lat	across	from	the	proposed	development	since	1996	when	the
historic	charm	of	Wicker	Park	called	us	to	our	home.		We	engaged	in	a	preservation	project	to
restore	the	façade	of	our	building	knowing	that	each	building	and	parcel	contributes	to	the	beauty
of	the	neighborhood.
	
In	a	dense	neighborhood,	a	beautiful	greenspace	is	a	treasure.		Each	year	Wicker	Park	hosts	a
Historic	Park	and	Garden	Tour	with	the	property	at	1512	N.	Hoyne	frequently	a	featured	garden.	
The	2004	Wicker	Park	Art	and	Garden	Show	guide	includes	the	following	in	the	description	for
the	property:
	

“Our	intention	for	the	garden	is	to	make	it	look	like	an	integral	part
of	the	visual	�low	of	the	house	(i.e.,	not	just	a	“side	lot”	with	plants	on	it).”
	

This	property	is	not	a	side	lot.		As	a	greenspace	that	has	been	a	garden	for	140	years	it	is	part	of
the	historic	value	of	the	home	and	neighborhood	and	contributes	to	the	overall	historic	value	of
Wicker	Park.
	
Aside	from	the	loss	of	the	peaceful	greenspace,	the	building	at	1520	N	Hoyne	has	beautiful
architectural	features	that	would	be	obscured	by	the	proposed	building.		That	home	does	not
employ	common	brick	on	the	southern	façade	and	the	beautiful	bay	window	and	other
picturesque	details	of	the	building	will	be	hidden.
	
Please	do	not	approve	the	development	plans	for	this	property.		We	must	preserve	the	historic
features	of	our	beautiful	neighborhood.
Sincerely,
	
Christy	and	Bill	Szkwarek
Residents	on	Hoyne	Avenue	sine	1996

mailto:ccl@cityofchicago.org
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Comments from social media - verifiable and public record. 
 

 
We vehemently oppose the proposed construction on the property. When we agreed to sell the 
property to Mr. Davis, it was represented to us that the attraction to him was access to a large 
garden area that his children could enjoy - hence his interest in a property with a double lot. We 
were told that his wish was to extend the existing house at the rear, not that he wanted to build 
what is essentially a brand new home on a lot which has never previously been built on. If we had 
known that the current intent was what was in mind, we would not have sold the property to him. 
All previous owners since 1884 have protected the space for the benefit of the community. He 
can as well, and should. 
 
Yours, 
 
Peter Debreceny 
E: peter@peterdebreceny.com 
 

 
 
From: Jeff Edstrom 
If you put a building in that spot, there’s less ground to absorb rainfall and snow melt. The added 
impervious surface creates more runoff that goes into the combined sewer system. In larger rainfalls, it 
can add to the problems of combined sewer overflows, especially if you get a lot of lots filled. It just 
adds to the burden of the sewage treatment system. Open space is truly needed just from the 
Stormwater management perspective. 
 

 
 
From: Alexis Halper 
...people should do their due diligence when making a purchase with intent to build. The owner should 
have known it was a historic district and looked into the process beforehand. The history of Chicago’s 
neighborhoods is so important. 
 

 
 
From: Jason Ticus 
...they could not possibly have gotten through the purchase without knowing the terms of the property 
considering it’s designation. And the architect would spell that out clearly for them. 
 
From: Jason Ticus 
...a fine question is why has no one tried to build a home on that side lot until after a clearly defined 
preservation district was established. Are you saying in the last 100+ years nobody would consider 
building on a highly desirable street? The side yard was a huge element and value of the property. The 
preservation district was created and this owner bought into that preservation district 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Alison Benefico 
Idk, I guess I feel like people who want big modern houses should buy one, there are many available in 
the city and burbs. We should protect the historic character of our buildings and streets. 
 

 
 
From: Julie Sawicki 
I find it hard to believe that the buyer’s broker and attorney in such an instance wouldn’t have advised 
the buyer about purchasing/owning/changing a home in a historic district. In this case however, the 
buyer / owner is a successful real estate developer who paid cash for this $1.65M property so I think he 
knew what he was getting into. I am in real estate and strongly believe in property rights but at the 
same time, I am disappointed that anyone purchasing a historic property or within a historic district 
would consider such a substantial change. Why not buy a double lot elsewhere? And regarding the 
northern elevation built with common bricks and fewer windows, this is stating the obvious but not an 
argument in my opinion. Most homes were built with common brick except for the façade. We still build 
this way today. And blocks were divided by lots, each intended for a home. But this lot has remained 
vacant for over 100 years if I remember the article correctly. Clearly a previous owner of this home (or 
possibly even the owner on the other side of the lot) purchased the lot to ensure that it stayed vacant.  
 

 
 
From: Brian Barnhart 
Why do the busybodies in the wicker park committee get veto power over what someone does with 
their house? It’s not public greenspace the build would be taking over. 

From: Jason Ticus 
Brian Barnhart because that property is clearly located within a nationally recognized historic 
preservation district. There’s much of Chicago that isn’t in a regulated district like that strip of 
Hoyne. The preservation district was established precisely because of the remarkable quality 
and character of the area, including side yard, gardens etc. The property is a century old and 
the side yard has been there the whole time including when and relevant to when the 
preservation district was established AND when the current owner purchased the property 
knowing full well it was within a preservation district. 

 
 

 
From: Dane Tyson 
20+ years ago I considered buying a Frank Lloyd Wright house in Oak Park at a crazy low price. I soon 
realized that there were lots of restrictions on what I could do with the place, and decided it wasn’t 
really worth the money as an “as is” purchase. But I fully understood that the restrictions on “what I may 
or may not do” with the property were part of the deal. And yes, in that respect the property wouldn’t 
have been “truly mine.” 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Lyney Suter 
If you're going to spend 1.6 million, I feel like that's one of the following: 1.) incredibly irresponsible not 
to have done due diligence in gathering all the info b4 spending that amount 2.) a huge gamble, hoping 
you'll get away with changing your historic property 3.) a level of entitlement that you feel confident 
you'll be able to get around the rules. 
 
The whole point of a historic designation is so that people can't just throw money at a situation in order 
to destroy the historic landscape. 
 
If you want to do cool new architectural things, buy in an area where your neighbors are cool with it. If 
you buy in an area with a historic designation, respect that. Don't try to find the loophole. 
 

 
 
From: Megan Snakebite Osberger 
...I just cannot even comprehend how anyone could need 7,600 square feet of housing or why you 
would want to get rid of that amazing yard. 

From: Lexi René 
Megan Snakebite Osberger SO much this. There's no shortage of massive modern SFHs or lots 
to build them on, and quality green space is so rare. Truly don't understand the reasoning 
behind this. 
From: Megan Snakebite Osberger 
Lexi René this is probably too poor of me, but as a person without a yard living through a 
pandemic with my kid, it is just incomprehensible 

 
 

 
From: Sarah Waller 
Are they trying to turn it into a large apartment building? The mock up of the connecting part looks 
terrible and doesn’t match the historic side. There are so many houses around there that are historic. It 
is one of my favorite things about that area. It is so rare to have a yard like that in the city you think they 
would want to keep it. 
 

 
 
From: Mike Skallas 
Please don't let them 'McMansion' up Hoyne street. It's one of the most architecturally beautiful areas of 
the city. If this becomes a precedent then it'll probably spread as other owners see a competitive 
advantage in upping their value via more indoor real estate. Part of the social contract of living here 
means we aren't free to do as we wish in landmarked areas. Hopkins recently denied tearing down 
2047 W. Augusta and hopefully he'll deny this too. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Stephanie Schatz 
It seems like the owner did some due diligence prior to purchasing in terms of intent for the land (lack of 
windows on one side) but they may not have counted on community disapproval. I think usually the 
owner needs a variance from the alderman and on to rubber stamp it at the Landmark District meeting. 
I’m sure someone talked to the alderman before purchasing. If the owner wanted to subdivide the land 
and sell/build a separate house,  
 
I wonder if the city would approve? I think this homeowner could be more creative and come up with a 
smaller structure on the back of the lot that preserves a chunk of the green space. They’d have to 
spend the same amount of money for 1/2 the space and make a cute workman’s cottage that looks like 
it’s been there forever. I think there is a win for all here. 
 
People certainly lack the understanding of national landmark districts vs an IL landmarked property vs a 
US historic landmarked property. 
 

 
 
From: Lauren Hall 
He picked the wrong hood. This is a landmark district and it’s been preserved since the late 70s when 
that group formed. Remodel inside but what you see is what you get. It was big enough for the founders 
of chicago. 
 

 
 
From: Lyney Suter 
...It annoys me when people move into our neighborhood and then decide we're the wrong personality 
for them... And try to change the neighborhood to fit their needs. Chicago has a neighborhood for 
everyone's tastes. Move to the one that fits yours or adjust your expectations to fit into ours. 
 

 
 
From: Kevin Au 
Just googled the owner. Good luck fighting it. 
 

 
 
From: Debbie Jaracz Roseen 
We have lost so many historic residences in WP in the 20 years I have been here. It seems like 
anything goes 



 
 
Letter dated: September 4, 2020 
 
Alderman Brian Hopkins 
2nd Ward Alderman 
Constituent Service Office 
1400 N. Ashland Ave., Chicago, IL 60622 
 
Cc John Geahan, Director, Development, Legislation, and Policy 
 
Dear Alderman Hopkins, 
 
We are the previous owners of the property at 1512-1514 North Hoyne Avenue. We recently sold the 
property, and the sale closed just over two weeks ago. Since then, we have been made aware of the 
new owner’s application to undertake a major redevelopment of the property. In particular, the proposal 
is to construct a brand new three-story building on 1514 North Hoyne - a lot which has never previously 
been built on and has been until this point an important part of the Hoyne Avenue streetscape. 
We believe some context would be helpful as you consider this application. We purchased the property 
in 1998. The home had been built on the 1512 lot in the late 1800s, and the 1514 lot was always 
garden apart from a garage at the rear of the lot. We lived in the house as it then was for three years 
before undertaking a renovation – we wanted to understand the connection of the property to the 
community before deciding on any changes. 
 
In 2001, during the planning stages of the renovation, we had thought of extending the rear addition a 
few feet into the side garden lot of 1514 North Hoyne. In our discussions with the Landmarks 
Commission, we were advised that they would not approve that alteration of the building envelope or 
crossing the lot line. In particular, their concern was the appearance of the renovation impinging on the 
view of the landmarked building from Hoyne Ave and the historic significance of the empty lot and 
garden at 1514 North Hoyne. We revised our plans accordingly and in 2003 won the City of Chicago 
Landmark Award for the most sensitive addition to a historic property. 
 
The new owner’s proposed “addition” appears to be not an addition as such, but a second full-sized 
building with street front entry that could be easily separated and sold at a future date. It makes no 
effort to respect the landmark nature of the property with its historically well-maintained side garden, 
which has provided decades of joy for neighbors and the community since the home was built in the 
1880s. It doesn’t cohere with the Landmarks approved and award-winning 2002-03 additions. It would 
serve to destroy the character and charm of this Historic Landmark section of N Hoyne Ave. There are 
undoubtedly better, more sensitive ways for the new owner to gain additional living space without 
destroying the fabric and historic nature of the immediate neighborhood. 
 
We truly hope a way can be found to ensure that the 1514 lot continues to retain a landscaped vista for 
all of the neighborhood to enjoy for decades to come; it would be a great shame to allow it to be lost 
after all this time. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Peter Debreceny & Jane Humzy 
 

 



 
 

 
 



From: Beth Lipa Glaysher 
I would lean with the historic preservation. 
 

 
 
From: Mike Middleton 
arguing over the preservation of property existing on stolen land is pretty sad. 
 

 
 
 



 

 

 

 



 

 

Because of the property’s location 
in a landmark district, the proposal 
has to go before the Commission 
on Chicago Landmarks. Members 
of the Wicker Park Preservation & 
Development Committee opposed 
the project when it was presented 
to them and are calling on the city 
panel to reject it.  

“Wicker Park is known for its 
gardens and open spaces,” said 
Mark Yee, who lives in a house of 
a similar vintage about a block 
away on Hoyne. “It’s a wonderful 
place to walk down the street and 
feel its moment in time.” 



 

 
     That couple sold to Davis, who says, “just  
    because previous owners didn’t build there 
    doesn’t mean I shouldn’t or can’t. 
 

"We vehemently oppose the proposed construction 
on the property," wrote Peter Debreceny, the 
previous owner, in an email. "When we agreed to 
sell the property to Mr. Davis, it was represented to 
us that the attraction to him was access to a large 
garden area that his children could enjoy. We were 
told that his wish was to extend the existing house 
at the rear, not that he wanted to build what is 
essentially a brand new home on a lot which has 
never previously been built on. If we had known that 
the current intent was what was in mind, we would 
not have sold the property to him." 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 



1512 - 1514 N Hoyne, Chicago, IL 60622



We ask Landmarks and Zoning to see thru 
this “rowhouse ruse” and protect the 
greenspace in historic Wicker Park.

 

8 windows
facing open 
space

arch



1512, 1514 and 1520 were owned by the 
Poskozine family for nearly 100 years.

Proposal tries to focus on lots 8 and 9 but its 
own report says that lots 8, 9 and 10 were 
interconnected for a century. 



The Poskozine Family owned all 3 properties:
1512, 1514 and 1520 N Hoyne and intended for the 
greenspace to remain open.

● 1927 - 1998 (71 years) Lots 8, 9, 10
○ owned by Michael Poskozine and by Mark 

Poskozim

● 1998 - 2020 (22 years)
○ lots 8 and 9 purchased by Peter Debreceny 

and Jane Humzy



Proposal incorrectly says: 1512 has “few windows” on north side

The side facing the lot has 5 original windows and 3 new 
windows, for a total of 8 windows!!!
 

It’s the OTHER side 
that has no windows 
(pic #2) that was 
meant to be built 
close.

does proposal not know the left 
from the right?

 
8 windows
facing open 
space

no windows
0 windows
zero windows



One window with 
arch is 
intentional 
architecture to 
be seen or used 
in a special way.

ARCH



Proposal incorrectly says, “house not intended to access side yard.” 

This photo contradicts that clearly.



Proposal incorrectly says, “house not intended to 

access side yard.” This photo says otherwise. 



This home has over 
20 windows that will 
be partially or 
totally blocked from 
the streetscape.

This home is 
covered in beautiful 
decorative 
facebrick that was 
meant to be seen, a 
key consideration in 
a landmarks 
district.



Archival 
Photo:
View of sideyard from 
inside 1520 N. Hoyne
illustrates importance of 
sideyard.



1520 N Hoyne 
has over 
20 windows 
that will be 
partially or 
totally blocked 
from street 
view.

chimney

The 4 story bay will be not be seen in the same way 
from the street.

I don’t have 
x-ray vision



Objection: Proposal hides historical 
elements from view, contains glass 
connectors that are non-historical and 
reduces green space. 



Proposal incorrectly says: 
adding a structure fix a 

missing tooth?
Space is open

for over 100 years. 
There is nothing “to fix.” 



Wicker Park is 
beautiful and 
historic, not a 
neighborhood 
with a “missing 
tooth.”
there was no “tooth” that fell out.

X



Sanborne Fire Map 1914 

140 years
Open
Space

Another mistake in the proposal, “these are standard Chicago 
lots” but these lots are 20% larger at 150’ deep not 125’, 



Proposal incorrectly says that there was some thing 

there before.

Further research says: Lot was NOT
previously built upon



Proposal reached wrong conclusion on limited facts: 
“There was considerable activity on the site prior to the time Larson 
purchased the land. The first entry in the title books is dated July 2, 1872. 
Between then and 1875 there were a number of mortgage transactions, 
when Lars L. Skielvig owned it.”

1872 - 1875 Lars L Skielvig owned the land and 
there were many reasons for the financial activity, 
such the CHICAGO FIRE and the FINANCIAL 
PANIC OF 1873 - 1875 and borrowing for hospital 
bills for sick child who died.



Lars never lived on Hoyne. 



Lars did not have the financial means 
to build (US Census)
● Lars lived at:
● 88 W Ohio 
● 252 N. Carpentar

● Lars had 4 children and 
supported his wife’s sister and 
had a sickly child

● Lars worked at a cabinet 
making company



Sanborne Fire Maps 1956

The proposal requires that the owner will 
eventually seek relief to:

1. Combine the PINS
2. Increase the allowed setback
3. Increase the setback through and 
administrative adjustment.
4. Ask for Landmarks and Zoning approvals
5. Ask for permits

ALL TO WHICH, we OBJECT.



At the very 
moment that the 

lots combine, 
the land becomes 
protected as open 

greenspace.



One Home = 
1 Parcel

48’ x 150’ = 7,200



7,200 sq ft lot rare for 
single family homes



● Object to anticipated zoning request to reduce 
setback from 3’ 10 ⅛” to 2’ 0”
○ It’s about saving greenspace and open space. 
○ We will not give an extra 1’ 10 ⅛”

● Object to any future zoning request
handled as Administrative Adjustment

       - (too important for AA. Needs ZBA)



A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a 
new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics 
of the building and its site and environment.

The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation

Objection: The proposal is a big change 
to the site and environment and intends 
to remove green space. 



OBJECTION

OBJECTION

OBJECTION
X

OBJECTION

to the 

ENTIRE

THING



Are the glass 
connectors in keeping 
with the streetscape?

NO



Streetscape will 
change.

Therefore, we object.

● View from inside and outside 1520 N 
Hoyne will change. Therefore we object.



Does recent removal of 
garden provide a 
reason to build?

NO



Proposal incorrectly says, “lots are not beautifully landscaped.” Correction: the landscaping was 
removed by current owner.



Proposal incorrectly says, “lots are not beautifully landscaped.” Correction: the landscaping was 
removed by current owner.



Rowhouse Ruse



PAID OPINION. Paid for by the client wanting to build.

The proposal is to build a stand-alone building and not 

a rowhouse. We object to the conclusions in this 

proposal because they are incorrect and conjecture.



1512 is not a 
“row house”
or town house

1. City of Chicago 
Landmarks lists type as 
Single Family Residence, 
Classical (Italianate)



Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, 
and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, 
such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other 
buildings, shall not be undertaken.

The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation

Trying to guess the original intent of a 134 year old home and trying to 

fulfill that intent over 100 years later by saying this home is a rowhouse 

totally creates a false sense of historical development.

Therefore we object based upon the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for Rehabilitation and we will not rely on a consultant that 

was hired to help the client. We will bring in our own experts.





Q: what is a Rowhouse?

A: home with shared walls

This proposal does NOT have a 
shared wall nor do we want one.



Rowhouse

Dictionary: one of a series of houses connected by common sidewalls and 
forming a continuous group Fundamentally, a row house is a building that 
stands cheek by jowl with its neighbors, often sharing a common wall.

rowhouses do not have entrances at grade

Rowhouse in NEW YORK
Rowhouse in LINCOLN Park, not WICKER Park 



Proposal gave examples of 
“At Grade Entrances”
for Homes, not rowhouses

 

● 1919 W. Schiller
● 1328 N. Wicker Park 
● 2039 W. Evergreen



Proposal gave window examples from Houses 
not rowhouses



does ONe  

make it a 

row?

No.



There is NO 
rowhouse rhythm
in Wicker Park
● 5 years of Redfin Sales Data 

says: Only 1 “rowhouse” in 
Wicker Park

○ Rowhouse sold for 
$855,000

○ 1512 Hoyne sold twofold 
at $1.65 million. Price says 
it is not a rowhouse.

just 
One Wicker Park  

Rowhouse

Proposal incorrectly says that “The vacant lot, with a compatible addition to 1512 N. Hoyne, would
be consistent with the row house rhythm found throughout the district.”



Rowhouse? or is Proposal 
toying with words and meant
townhouse?
● 5 years of Redfin Sales 

Data says: Only 10 
“Townhouses” in 60622 has 
ever sold for more than 
$825,000

● 1512 Hoyne sold twofold at 
$1.65 million. Price says 
it’s not a rowhouse. Townhouse 

does’t cos
t almost $2 million



Greystone 
or 
townhouse
or 
“rowhouse”
???

What do the 
experts say?

@ Properties Real Estate Listing 
Incredibly rare Greystone in Wicker 
Park Historic District 



Who is Greg the listing agent?

Who is Sophia the buyers agent?



Greg Vollan the @ 
Properties “West 
Town Expert”, 
“educated decisions 
based on a solid 
foundation of 
knowledge.”

“an experienced 
agent”



KlopasStratton Team sold $82 million of real estate

“Certain things 
that buyers may 
overlook, Sophia 
notices.”

“19 years in 
Bucktown & 
Wicker Park”



Proposal incorrectly concludes that common brick 
indicates that this side was meant to built upon. 

Q: Does Chicago Common Brick mean 
rowhouse or intent to be cover?

A: No



Chicago Common Brick and Plain Brick Sides does not mean “Rowhouse” 
and does not mean “build next to me.”

This illogical conclusion is a 
dangerous slippery slope of logic. 



Chicago Common Brick does 
NOT mean rowhouse



Q: Is Chicago Common 
Brick meant to be hidden?

A: No. In fact it is quite unique



Common Brick is Special
1. After 1871 Chicago Fire: preferred building material
2. Ancient Lake Michigan clay from glaciers is grayish 

blue with carbonates like limestone
3. Fired up to 60 hours in Chicago Scove open-roof kilns, 

uver 1,500 degrees. blue clay turns shades of salmon 
or buff rather than reds, creams and browns in other 
regions.

4. No longer produced since 1989.



Proposal incorrectly gave examples that are less visible from street

● 1302 N. Hoyne Ave - Rear Garage 
● 1400 N. Hoyne Ave - New Coach House
● 1521 N. Hoyne - New Coach House
● 1936 W. Schiller - Rear Addition



Landmark Designation was always there.

1. Real Estate Listing 
clearly says Wicker Park 
Historic District 



July 1989, David R. Mosena as Commissioner of the Department of 
Planning, Wicker Park District Report To the Commission on Chicago 
Landmarks 

"This 55 acre district has 614 structures of these 68 are located on the 
rear of the lots. It is a pattern that contributes to the ambience of this 
special neighborhood. 

Another characteristic is the district's open spaces. With 110 
vacant lots, 46 have been merged into well landscaped side yards. The 
District's tight urban scale has gained visual relief from the excellence of 
its landscaped side and front yards. 



As noted in the recent Hanna v. City of Chicago 
et al., No. 1-12-1701 (Sept, 26, 2013) the 
appeals court found that this landmarks 
ordinance is neither vague nor arbitrary. To 
the contrary, the court found that it is 
'sufficiently detailed under the circumstances to 
guide the (city landmarks) Commission in its 
duties and responsibilities.



The proposed development of any historic Side Yard 
would indeed 'adversely affect any significant 
historical or architectural feature of the improvement 
or of the district.' In section 1 of the ordinance that 
created the Wicker Park Landmark District Wicker, the City 
Council specifically provided that 'all exterior faces of the 
structures and all the streetscapes and landscapes within 
the boundaries' were 'critical features that make an 
essential contribution to the qualities and characteristics' of 
the district.  



An approval following this recommendation would be a violation of the 
Commission’s charter under Section 2-120-580 of the Chicago Landmarks 
Ordinance '[t]o safeguard the City of Chicago's historic and cultural 
heritage, as embodied and reflected in such areas, districts, places, 
buildings, structures, works of art, and other objects determined eligible 
for designation by ordinance as 'Chicago Landmarks' and its obligation, 
under Section 2-120-770, to provide preliminary approval of the 
application only if 'the proposed work will not adversely affect any 
significant historical or architectural feature of the improvement or of the 
district, and is in accord with the Standards for Rehabilitation set forth by 
the United States Secretary of the Interior at 36 C.F.R. 67, as amended 
from time to time, as well as the commission’s published procedures.



We plead with Landmarks and Zoning to 
support the objections and not grant relief 
that the owner is seeking.

 

8 windows
facing open 
space

arch
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document for the 1512 - 1514 Hoyne

Mark Yee <mark.m.yee@gmail.com>
Thu 1/28/2021 4:58 PM

To:  ccl <ccl@cityofchicago.org>

1 attachments (70 KB)

Resident Comments on 1512 - 1514 Proposal.pdf;

Please see attached document with public comments against this proposal at 1512 - 1514 N Hoyne.



 

Comments from social media - verifiable and public record. 
 

 
We vehemently oppose the proposed construction on the property. When we agreed to sell the 
property to Mr. Davis, it was represented to us that the attraction to him was access to a large 
garden area that his children could enjoy - hence his interest in a property with a double lot. We 
were told that his wish was to extend the existing house at the rear, not that he wanted to build 
what is essentially a brand new home on a lot which has never previously been built on. If we had 
known that the current intent was what was in mind, we would not have sold the property to him. 
All previous owners since 1884 have protected the space for the benefit of the community. He 
can as well, and should. 
 
Yours, 
 
Peter Debreceny 
E: peter@peterdebreceny.com 
 

 
 
From: Jeff Edstrom 
If you put a building in that spot, there’s less ground to absorb rainfall and snow melt. The added 
impervious surface creates more runoff that goes into the combined sewer system. In larger rainfalls, it 
can add to the problems of combined sewer overflows, especially if you get a lot of lots filled. It just 
adds to the burden of the sewage treatment system. Open space is truly needed just from the 
Stormwater management perspective. 
 

 
 
From: Alexis Halper 
...people should do their due diligence when making a purchase with intent to build. The owner should 
have known it was a historic district and looked into the process beforehand. The history of Chicago’s 
neighborhoods is so important. 
 

 
 
From: Jason Ticus 
...they could not possibly have gotten through the purchase without knowing the terms of the property 
considering it’s designation. And the architect would spell that out clearly for them. 
 
From: Jason Ticus 
...a fine question is why has no one tried to build a home on that side lot until after a clearly defined 
preservation district was established. Are you saying in the last 100+ years nobody would consider 
building on a highly desirable street? The side yard was a huge element and value of the property. The 
preservation district was created and this owner bought into that preservation district 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Alison Benefico 
Idk, I guess I feel like people who want big modern houses should buy one, there are many available in 
the city and burbs. We should protect the historic character of our buildings and streets. 
 

 
 
From: Julie Sawicki 
I find it hard to believe that the buyer’s broker and attorney in such an instance wouldn’t have advised 
the buyer about purchasing/owning/changing a home in a historic district. In this case however, the 
buyer / owner is a successful real estate developer who paid cash for this $1.65M property so I think he 
knew what he was getting into. I am in real estate and strongly believe in property rights but at the 
same time, I am disappointed that anyone purchasing a historic property or within a historic district 
would consider such a substantial change. Why not buy a double lot elsewhere? And regarding the 
northern elevation built with common bricks and fewer windows, this is stating the obvious but not an 
argument in my opinion. Most homes were built with common brick except for the façade. We still build 
this way today. And blocks were divided by lots, each intended for a home. But this lot has remained 
vacant for over 100 years if I remember the article correctly. Clearly a previous owner of this home (or 
possibly even the owner on the other side of the lot) purchased the lot to ensure that it stayed vacant.  
 

 
 
From: Brian Barnhart 
Why do the busybodies in the wicker park committee get veto power over what someone does with 
their house? It’s not public greenspace the build would be taking over. 

From: Jason Ticus 
Brian Barnhart because that property is clearly located within a nationally recognized historic 
preservation district. There’s much of Chicago that isn’t in a regulated district like that strip of 
Hoyne. The preservation district was established precisely because of the remarkable quality 
and character of the area, including side yard, gardens etc. The property is a century old and 
the side yard has been there the whole time including when and relevant to when the 
preservation district was established AND when the current owner purchased the property 
knowing full well it was within a preservation district. 

 
 

 
From: Dane Tyson 
20+ years ago I considered buying a Frank Lloyd Wright house in Oak Park at a crazy low price. I soon 
realized that there were lots of restrictions on what I could do with the place, and decided it wasn’t 
really worth the money as an “as is” purchase. But I fully understood that the restrictions on “what I may 
or may not do” with the property were part of the deal. And yes, in that respect the property wouldn’t 
have been “truly mine.” 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Lyney Suter 
If you're going to spend 1.6 million, I feel like that's one of the following: 1.) incredibly irresponsible not 
to have done due diligence in gathering all the info b4 spending that amount 2.) a huge gamble, hoping 
you'll get away with changing your historic property 3.) a level of entitlement that you feel confident 
you'll be able to get around the rules. 
 
The whole point of a historic designation is so that people can't just throw money at a situation in order 
to destroy the historic landscape. 
 
If you want to do cool new architectural things, buy in an area where your neighbors are cool with it. If 
you buy in an area with a historic designation, respect that. Don't try to find the loophole. 
 

 
 
From: Megan Snakebite Osberger 
...I just cannot even comprehend how anyone could need 7,600 square feet of housing or why you 
would want to get rid of that amazing yard. 

From: Lexi René 
Megan Snakebite Osberger SO much this. There's no shortage of massive modern SFHs or lots 
to build them on, and quality green space is so rare. Truly don't understand the reasoning 
behind this. 
From: Megan Snakebite Osberger 
Lexi René this is probably too poor of me, but as a person without a yard living through a 
pandemic with my kid, it is just incomprehensible 

 
 

 
From: Sarah Waller 
Are they trying to turn it into a large apartment building? The mock up of the connecting part looks 
terrible and doesn’t match the historic side. There are so many houses around there that are historic. It 
is one of my favorite things about that area. It is so rare to have a yard like that in the city you think they 
would want to keep it. 
 

 
 
From: Mike Skallas 
Please don't let them 'McMansion' up Hoyne street. It's one of the most architecturally beautiful areas of 
the city. If this becomes a precedent then it'll probably spread as other owners see a competitive 
advantage in upping their value via more indoor real estate. Part of the social contract of living here 
means we aren't free to do as we wish in landmarked areas. Hopkins recently denied tearing down 
2047 W. Augusta and hopefully he'll deny this too. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Stephanie Schatz 
It seems like the owner did some due diligence prior to purchasing in terms of intent for the land (lack of 
windows on one side) but they may not have counted on community disapproval. I think usually the 
owner needs a variance from the alderman and on to rubber stamp it at the Landmark District meeting. 
I’m sure someone talked to the alderman before purchasing. If the owner wanted to subdivide the land 
and sell/build a separate house,  
 
I wonder if the city would approve? I think this homeowner could be more creative and come up with a 
smaller structure on the back of the lot that preserves a chunk of the green space. They’d have to 
spend the same amount of money for 1/2 the space and make a cute workman’s cottage that looks like 
it’s been there forever. I think there is a win for all here. 
 
People certainly lack the understanding of national landmark districts vs an IL landmarked property vs a 
US historic landmarked property. 
 

 
 
From: Lauren Hall 
He picked the wrong hood. This is a landmark district and it’s been preserved since the late 70s when 
that group formed. Remodel inside but what you see is what you get. It was big enough for the founders 
of chicago. 
 

 
 
From: Lyney Suter 
...It annoys me when people move into our neighborhood and then decide we're the wrong personality 
for them... And try to change the neighborhood to fit their needs. Chicago has a neighborhood for 
everyone's tastes. Move to the one that fits yours or adjust your expectations to fit into ours. 
 

 
 
From: Kevin Au 
Just googled the owner. Good luck fighting it. 
 

 
 
From: Debbie Jaracz Roseen 
We have lost so many historic residences in WP in the 20 years I have been here. It seems like 
anything goes 



3/3/2021 Mail - ccl - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/ccl@cityofchicago.org/AAMkADMyZDhlZjljLWIwYTEtNDI0Yi1iNzc1LWUxMmU3ZTAzNGM0NgAuAAAAAADBOKhDFkaAQ… 1/1

 [Warning: External email] 

1512 - 1514 N Hoyne comments

Mark Yee <mark.m.yee@gmail.com>
Thu 1/28/2021 7:45 AM

To:  ccl <ccl@cityofchicago.org>

1 attachments (5 MB)

Crains Chicago Business Wicker Park.pdf;

Here is a Crain's Chicago Business article by Dennis Rodkin.

However it does contain some inaccuracies from the architect. There are 8 windows at 1512 N Hoyne
that face the greenspace. 



/

  

  

  

  



/

 

 

Because   of   the   property’s   location   
in   a   landmark   district,   the   proposal   
has   to   go   before   the   Commission   
on   Chicago   Landmarks.   Members   
of   the   Wicker   Park   Preservation   &   
Development   Committee   opposed   
the   project   when   it   was   presented   
to   them   and   are   calling   on   the   city   
panel   to   reject   it.     

“Wicker   Park   is   known   for   its   
gardens   and   open   spaces,”   said   
Mark   Yee,   who   lives   in   a   house   of   
a   similar   vintage   about   a   block   
away   on   Hoyne.   “It’s   a   wonderful   
place   to   walk   down   the   street   and   
feel   its   moment   in   time. ”   



/

  

 

  

        
  

        T hat   couple   sold   to   Davis,   who   says,   “just     
     because   previous   owners   didn’t   build   there   
     doesn’t   mean   I   shouldn’t   or   can’t.   
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1512 - 1514 N Hoyne Public Comments

Mark Yee <mark.m.yee@gmail.com>
Thu 1/28/2021 10:44 PM

To:  ccl <ccl@cityofchicago.org>
Cc:  Ed Tamminga <emtamminga@earthlink.net>; Grantland Drutchas <Drutchas@mbhb.com>; John Geahan
<John.Geahan@cityofchicago.org>

4 attachments (14 MB)

Resident Comments on 1512 - 1514 Proposal.pdf; #2 Resident Comments on 1512 - 1514 Proposal.pdf; Crains Chicago Business
Wicker Park updated.pdf; Community Presentation Key Points.pdf;

To: Commission on Chicago Landmarks

Attached are the Written Statements for a proposal that will eventually come before the Commission
on Chicago Landmarks regarding 1512 - 1514 N Hoyne, Chicago, IL 60622. 

We are submitting them very ahead of time so that we can ensure that these "Written statements, the
preferred method of public comment, will be accepted up to 24 hours in advance of the meeting." 
before any meeting agenda that may contain items related 1512 - 1514 N Hoyne.

Since we don't know when this will make the agenda and we realize that your next meetings are
scheduled to be:
Feb. 4
March 4
April 1  
May 6
June 3
July 1

We wanted to be sure that you had these ahead of time.



 

Comments from social media - verifiable and public record. 
 

 
We vehemently oppose the proposed construction on the property. When we agreed to sell the 
property to Mr. Davis, it was represented to us that the attraction to him was access to a large 
garden area that his children could enjoy - hence his interest in a property with a double lot. We 
were told that his wish was to extend the existing house at the rear, not that he wanted to build 
what is essentially a brand new home on a lot which has never previously been built on. If we had 
known that the current intent was what was in mind, we would not have sold the property to him. 
All previous owners since 1884 have protected the space for the benefit of the community. He 
can as well, and should. 
 
Yours, 
 
Peter Debreceny 
E: peter@peterdebreceny.com 
 

 
 
From: Jeff Edstrom 
If you put a building in that spot, there’s less ground to absorb rainfall and snow melt. The added 
impervious surface creates more runoff that goes into the combined sewer system. In larger rainfalls, it 
can add to the problems of combined sewer overflows, especially if you get a lot of lots filled. It just 
adds to the burden of the sewage treatment system. Open space is truly needed just from the 
Stormwater management perspective. 
 

 
 
From: Alexis Halper 
...people should do their due diligence when making a purchase with intent to build. The owner should 
have known it was a historic district and looked into the process beforehand. The history of Chicago’s 
neighborhoods is so important. 
 

 
 
From: Jason Ticus 
...they could not possibly have gotten through the purchase without knowing the terms of the property 
considering it’s designation. And the architect would spell that out clearly for them. 
 
From: Jason Ticus 
...a fine question is why has no one tried to build a home on that side lot until after a clearly defined 
preservation district was established. Are you saying in the last 100+ years nobody would consider 
building on a highly desirable street? The side yard was a huge element and value of the property. The 
preservation district was created and this owner bought into that preservation district 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Alison Benefico 
Idk, I guess I feel like people who want big modern houses should buy one, there are many available in 
the city and burbs. We should protect the historic character of our buildings and streets. 
 

 
 
From: Julie Sawicki 
I find it hard to believe that the buyer’s broker and attorney in such an instance wouldn’t have advised 
the buyer about purchasing/owning/changing a home in a historic district. In this case however, the 
buyer / owner is a successful real estate developer who paid cash for this $1.65M property so I think he 
knew what he was getting into. I am in real estate and strongly believe in property rights but at the 
same time, I am disappointed that anyone purchasing a historic property or within a historic district 
would consider such a substantial change. Why not buy a double lot elsewhere? And regarding the 
northern elevation built with common bricks and fewer windows, this is stating the obvious but not an 
argument in my opinion. Most homes were built with common brick except for the façade. We still build 
this way today. And blocks were divided by lots, each intended for a home. But this lot has remained 
vacant for over 100 years if I remember the article correctly. Clearly a previous owner of this home (or 
possibly even the owner on the other side of the lot) purchased the lot to ensure that it stayed vacant.  
 

 
 
From: Brian Barnhart 
Why do the busybodies in the wicker park committee get veto power over what someone does with 
their house? It’s not public greenspace the build would be taking over. 

From: Jason Ticus 
Brian Barnhart because that property is clearly located within a nationally recognized historic 
preservation district. There’s much of Chicago that isn’t in a regulated district like that strip of 
Hoyne. The preservation district was established precisely because of the remarkable quality 
and character of the area, including side yard, gardens etc. The property is a century old and 
the side yard has been there the whole time including when and relevant to when the 
preservation district was established AND when the current owner purchased the property 
knowing full well it was within a preservation district. 

 
 

 
From: Dane Tyson 
20+ years ago I considered buying a Frank Lloyd Wright house in Oak Park at a crazy low price. I soon 
realized that there were lots of restrictions on what I could do with the place, and decided it wasn’t 
really worth the money as an “as is” purchase. But I fully understood that the restrictions on “what I may 
or may not do” with the property were part of the deal. And yes, in that respect the property wouldn’t 
have been “truly mine.” 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Lyney Suter 
If you're going to spend 1.6 million, I feel like that's one of the following: 1.) incredibly irresponsible not 
to have done due diligence in gathering all the info b4 spending that amount 2.) a huge gamble, hoping 
you'll get away with changing your historic property 3.) a level of entitlement that you feel confident 
you'll be able to get around the rules. 
 
The whole point of a historic designation is so that people can't just throw money at a situation in order 
to destroy the historic landscape. 
 
If you want to do cool new architectural things, buy in an area where your neighbors are cool with it. If 
you buy in an area with a historic designation, respect that. Don't try to find the loophole. 
 

 
 
From: Megan Snakebite Osberger 
...I just cannot even comprehend how anyone could need 7,600 square feet of housing or why you 
would want to get rid of that amazing yard. 

From: Lexi René 
Megan Snakebite Osberger SO much this. There's no shortage of massive modern SFHs or lots 
to build them on, and quality green space is so rare. Truly don't understand the reasoning 
behind this. 
From: Megan Snakebite Osberger 
Lexi René this is probably too poor of me, but as a person without a yard living through a 
pandemic with my kid, it is just incomprehensible 

 
 

 
From: Sarah Waller 
Are they trying to turn it into a large apartment building? The mock up of the connecting part looks 
terrible and doesn’t match the historic side. There are so many houses around there that are historic. It 
is one of my favorite things about that area. It is so rare to have a yard like that in the city you think they 
would want to keep it. 
 

 
 
From: Mike Skallas 
Please don't let them 'McMansion' up Hoyne street. It's one of the most architecturally beautiful areas of 
the city. If this becomes a precedent then it'll probably spread as other owners see a competitive 
advantage in upping their value via more indoor real estate. Part of the social contract of living here 
means we aren't free to do as we wish in landmarked areas. Hopkins recently denied tearing down 
2047 W. Augusta and hopefully he'll deny this too. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
From: Stephanie Schatz 
It seems like the owner did some due diligence prior to purchasing in terms of intent for the land (lack of 
windows on one side) but they may not have counted on community disapproval. I think usually the 
owner needs a variance from the alderman and on to rubber stamp it at the Landmark District meeting. 
I’m sure someone talked to the alderman before purchasing. If the owner wanted to subdivide the land 
and sell/build a separate house,  
 
I wonder if the city would approve? I think this homeowner could be more creative and come up with a 
smaller structure on the back of the lot that preserves a chunk of the green space. They’d have to 
spend the same amount of money for 1/2 the space and make a cute workman’s cottage that looks like 
it’s been there forever. I think there is a win for all here. 
 
People certainly lack the understanding of national landmark districts vs an IL landmarked property vs a 
US historic landmarked property. 
 

 
 
From: Lauren Hall 
He picked the wrong hood. This is a landmark district and it’s been preserved since the late 70s when 
that group formed. Remodel inside but what you see is what you get. It was big enough for the founders 
of chicago. 
 

 
 
From: Lyney Suter 
...It annoys me when people move into our neighborhood and then decide we're the wrong personality 
for them... And try to change the neighborhood to fit their needs. Chicago has a neighborhood for 
everyone's tastes. Move to the one that fits yours or adjust your expectations to fit into ours. 
 

 
 
From: Kevin Au 
Just googled the owner. Good luck fighting it. 
 

 
 
From: Debbie Jaracz Roseen 
We have lost so many historic residences in WP in the 20 years I have been here. It seems like 
anything goes 



 
 
Letter dated: September 4, 2020 
 
Alderman Brian Hopkins 
2nd Ward Alderman 
Constituent Service Office 
1400 N. Ashland Ave., Chicago, IL 60622 
 
Cc John Geahan, Director, Development, Legislation, and Policy 
 
Dear Alderman Hopkins, 
 
We are the previous owners of the property at 1512-1514 North Hoyne Avenue. We recently sold the 
property, and the sale closed just over two weeks ago. Since then, we have been made aware of the 
new owner’s application to undertake a major redevelopment of the property. In particular, the proposal 
is to construct a brand new three-story building on 1514 North Hoyne - a lot which has never previously 
been built on and has been until this point an important part of the Hoyne Avenue streetscape. 
We believe some context would be helpful as you consider this application. We purchased the property 
in 1998. The home had been built on the 1512 lot in the late 1800s, and the 1514 lot was always 
garden apart from a garage at the rear of the lot. We lived in the house as it then was for three years 
before undertaking a renovation – we wanted to understand the connection of the property to the 
community before deciding on any changes. 
 
In 2001, during the planning stages of the renovation, we had thought of extending the rear addition a 
few feet into the side garden lot of 1514 North Hoyne. In our discussions with the Landmarks 
Commission, we were advised that they would not approve that alteration of the building envelope or 
crossing the lot line. In particular, their concern was the appearance of the renovation impinging on the 
view of the landmarked building from Hoyne Ave and the historic significance of the empty lot and 
garden at 1514 North Hoyne. We revised our plans accordingly and in 2003 won the City of Chicago 
Landmark Award for the most sensitive addition to a historic property. 
 
The new owner’s proposed “addition” appears to be not an addition as such, but a second full-sized 
building with street front entry that could be easily separated and sold at a future date. It makes no 
effort to respect the landmark nature of the property with its historically well-maintained side garden, 
which has provided decades of joy for neighbors and the community since the home was built in the 
1880s. It doesn’t cohere with the Landmarks approved and award-winning 2002-03 additions. It would 
serve to destroy the character and charm of this Historic Landmark section of N Hoyne Ave. There are 
undoubtedly better, more sensitive ways for the new owner to gain additional living space without 
destroying the fabric and historic nature of the immediate neighborhood. 
 
We truly hope a way can be found to ensure that the 1514 lot continues to retain a landscaped vista for 
all of the neighborhood to enjoy for decades to come; it would be a great shame to allow it to be lost 
after all this time. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Peter Debreceny & Jane Humzy 
 

 



 
 

 
 



From: Beth Lipa Glaysher 
I would lean with the historic preservation. 
 

 
 
From: Mike Middleton 
arguing over the preservation of property existing on stolen land is pretty sad. 
 

 
 
 



 

 

 

 



 

 

Because of the property’s location 
in a landmark district, the proposal 
has to go before the Commission 
on Chicago Landmarks. Members 
of the Wicker Park Preservation & 
Development Committee opposed 
the project when it was presented 
to them and are calling on the city 
panel to reject it.  

“Wicker Park is known for its 
gardens and open spaces,” said 
Mark Yee, who lives in a house of 
a similar vintage about a block 
away on Hoyne. “It’s a wonderful 
place to walk down the street and 
feel its moment in time.” 



 

 
     That couple sold to Davis, who says, “just  
    because previous owners didn’t build there 
    doesn’t mean I shouldn’t or can’t. 
 

"We vehemently oppose the proposed construction 
on the property," wrote Peter Debreceny, the 
previous owner, in an email. "When we agreed to 
sell the property to Mr. Davis, it was represented to 
us that the attraction to him was access to a large 
garden area that his children could enjoy. We were 
told that his wish was to extend the existing house 
at the rear, not that he wanted to build what is 
essentially a brand new home on a lot which has 
never previously been built on. If we had known that 
the current intent was what was in mind, we would 
not have sold the property to him." 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 



 



1512 - 1514 N Hoyne, Chicago, IL 60622



We ask Landmarks and Zoning to see thru 
this “rowhouse ruse” and protect the 
greenspace in historic Wicker Park.

 

8 windows
facing open 
space

arch



1512, 1514 and 1520 were owned by the 
Poskozine family for nearly 100 years.

Proposal tries to focus on lots 8 and 9 but its 
own report says that lots 8, 9 and 10 were 
interconnected for a century. 



The Poskozine Family owned all 3 properties:
1512, 1514 and 1520 N Hoyne and intended for the 
greenspace to remain open.

● 1927 - 1998 (71 years) Lots 8, 9, 10
○ owned by Michael Poskozine and by Mark 

Poskozim

● 1998 - 2020 (22 years)
○ lots 8 and 9 purchased by Peter Debreceny 

and Jane Humzy



Proposal incorrectly says: 1512 has “few windows” on north side

The side facing the lot has 5 original windows and 3 new 
windows, for a total of 8 windows!!!
 

It’s the OTHER side 
that has no windows 
(pic #2) that was 
meant to be built 
close.

does proposal not know the left 
from the right?

 
8 windows
facing open 
space

no windows
0 windows
zero windows



One window with 
arch is 
intentional 
architecture to 
be seen or used 
in a special way.

ARCH



Proposal incorrectly says, “house not intended to access side yard.” 

This photo contradicts that clearly.



Proposal incorrectly says, “house not intended to 

access side yard.” This photo says otherwise. 



This home has over 
20 windows that will 
be partially or 
totally blocked from 
the streetscape.

This home is 
covered in beautiful 
decorative 
facebrick that was 
meant to be seen, a 
key consideration in 
a landmarks 
district.



Archival 
Photo:
View of sideyard from 
inside 1520 N. Hoyne
illustrates importance of 
sideyard.



1520 N Hoyne 
has over 
20 windows 
that will be 
partially or 
totally blocked 
from street 
view.

chimney

The 4 story bay will be not be seen in the same way 
from the street.

I don’t have 
x-ray vision



Objection: Proposal hides historical 
elements from view, contains glass 
connectors that are non-historical and 
reduces green space. 



Proposal incorrectly says: 
adding a structure fix a 

missing tooth?
Space is open

for over 100 years. 
There is nothing “to fix.” 



Wicker Park is 
beautiful and 
historic, not a 
neighborhood 
with a “missing 
tooth.”
there was no “tooth” that fell out.

X



Sanborne Fire Map 1914 

140 years
Open
Space

Another mistake in the proposal, “these are standard Chicago 
lots” but these lots are 20% larger at 150’ deep not 125’, 



Proposal incorrectly says that there was some thing 

there before.

Further research says: Lot was NOT
previously built upon



Proposal reached wrong conclusion on limited facts: 
“There was considerable activity on the site prior to the time Larson 
purchased the land. The first entry in the title books is dated July 2, 1872. 
Between then and 1875 there were a number of mortgage transactions, 
when Lars L. Skielvig owned it.”

1872 - 1875 Lars L Skielvig owned the land and 
there were many reasons for the financial activity, 
such the CHICAGO FIRE and the FINANCIAL 
PANIC OF 1873 - 1875 and borrowing for hospital 
bills for sick child who died.



Lars never lived on Hoyne. 



Lars did not have the financial means 
to build (US Census)
● Lars lived at:
● 88 W Ohio 
● 252 N. Carpentar

● Lars had 4 children and 
supported his wife’s sister and 
had a sickly child

● Lars worked at a cabinet 
making company



Sanborne Fire Maps 1956

The proposal requires that the owner will 
eventually seek relief to:

1. Combine the PINS
2. Increase the allowed setback
3. Increase the setback through and 
administrative adjustment.
4. Ask for Landmarks and Zoning approvals
5. Ask for permits

ALL TO WHICH, we OBJECT.



At the very 
moment that the 

lots combine, 
the land becomes 
protected as open 

greenspace.



One Home = 
1 Parcel

48’ x 150’ = 7,200



7,200 sq ft lot rare for 
single family homes



● Object to anticipated zoning request to reduce 
setback from 3’ 10 ⅛” to 2’ 0”
○ It’s about saving greenspace and open space. 
○ We will not give an extra 1’ 10 ⅛”

● Object to any future zoning request
handled as Administrative Adjustment

       - (too important for AA. Needs ZBA)



A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a 
new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics 
of the building and its site and environment.

The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation

Objection: The proposal is a big change 
to the site and environment and intends 
to remove green space. 



OBJECTION

OBJECTION

OBJECTION
X

OBJECTION

to the 

ENTIRE

THING



Are the glass 
connectors in keeping 
with the streetscape?

NO



Streetscape will 
change.

Therefore, we object.

● View from inside and outside 1520 N 
Hoyne will change. Therefore we object.



Does recent removal of 
garden provide a 
reason to build?

NO



Proposal incorrectly says, “lots are not beautifully landscaped.” Correction: the landscaping was 
removed by current owner.



Proposal incorrectly says, “lots are not beautifully landscaped.” Correction: the landscaping was 
removed by current owner.



Rowhouse Ruse



PAID OPINION. Paid for by the client wanting to build.

The proposal is to build a stand-alone building and not 

a rowhouse. We object to the conclusions in this 

proposal because they are incorrect and conjecture.



1512 is not a 
“row house”
or town house

1. City of Chicago 
Landmarks lists type as 
Single Family Residence, 
Classical (Italianate)



Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, 
and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, 
such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other 
buildings, shall not be undertaken.

The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation

Trying to guess the original intent of a 134 year old home and trying to 

fulfill that intent over 100 years later by saying this home is a rowhouse 

totally creates a false sense of historical development.

Therefore we object based upon the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for Rehabilitation and we will not rely on a consultant that 

was hired to help the client. We will bring in our own experts.





Q: what is a Rowhouse?

A: home with shared walls

This proposal does NOT have a 
shared wall nor do we want one.



Rowhouse

Dictionary: one of a series of houses connected by common sidewalls and 
forming a continuous group Fundamentally, a row house is a building that 
stands cheek by jowl with its neighbors, often sharing a common wall.

rowhouses do not have entrances at grade

Rowhouse in NEW YORK
Rowhouse in LINCOLN Park, not WICKER Park 



Proposal gave examples of 
“At Grade Entrances”
for Homes, not rowhouses

 

● 1919 W. Schiller
● 1328 N. Wicker Park 
● 2039 W. Evergreen



Proposal gave window examples from Houses 
not rowhouses



does ONe  

make it a 

row?

No.



There is NO 
rowhouse rhythm
in Wicker Park
● 5 years of Redfin Sales Data 

says: Only 1 “rowhouse” in 
Wicker Park

○ Rowhouse sold for 
$855,000

○ 1512 Hoyne sold twofold 
at $1.65 million. Price says 
it is not a rowhouse.

just 
One Wicker Park  

Rowhouse

Proposal incorrectly says that “The vacant lot, with a compatible addition to 1512 N. Hoyne, would
be consistent with the row house rhythm found throughout the district.”



Rowhouse? or is Proposal 
toying with words and meant
townhouse?
● 5 years of Redfin Sales 

Data says: Only 10 
“Townhouses” in 60622 has 
ever sold for more than 
$825,000

● 1512 Hoyne sold twofold at 
$1.65 million. Price says 
it’s not a rowhouse. Townhouse 

does’t cos
t almost $2 million



Greystone 
or 
townhouse
or 
“rowhouse”
???

What do the 
experts say?

@ Properties Real Estate Listing 
Incredibly rare Greystone in Wicker 
Park Historic District 



Who is Greg the listing agent?

Who is Sophia the buyers agent?



Greg Vollan the @ 
Properties “West 
Town Expert”, 
“educated decisions 
based on a solid 
foundation of 
knowledge.”

“an experienced 
agent”



KlopasStratton Team sold $82 million of real estate

“Certain things 
that buyers may 
overlook, Sophia 
notices.”

“19 years in 
Bucktown & 
Wicker Park”



Proposal incorrectly concludes that common brick 
indicates that this side was meant to built upon. 

Q: Does Chicago Common Brick mean 
rowhouse or intent to be cover?

A: No



Chicago Common Brick and Plain Brick Sides does not mean “Rowhouse” 
and does not mean “build next to me.”

This illogical conclusion is a 
dangerous slippery slope of logic. 



Chicago Common Brick does 
NOT mean rowhouse



Q: Is Chicago Common 
Brick meant to be hidden?

A: No. In fact it is quite unique



Common Brick is Special
1. After 1871 Chicago Fire: preferred building material
2. Ancient Lake Michigan clay from glaciers is grayish 

blue with carbonates like limestone
3. Fired up to 60 hours in Chicago Scove open-roof kilns, 

uver 1,500 degrees. blue clay turns shades of salmon 
or buff rather than reds, creams and browns in other 
regions.

4. No longer produced since 1989.



Proposal incorrectly gave examples that are less visible from street

● 1302 N. Hoyne Ave - Rear Garage 
● 1400 N. Hoyne Ave - New Coach House
● 1521 N. Hoyne - New Coach House
● 1936 W. Schiller - Rear Addition



Landmark Designation was always there.

1. Real Estate Listing 
clearly says Wicker Park 
Historic District 



July 1989, David R. Mosena as Commissioner of the Department of 
Planning, Wicker Park District Report To the Commission on Chicago 
Landmarks 

"This 55 acre district has 614 structures of these 68 are located on the 
rear of the lots. It is a pattern that contributes to the ambience of this 
special neighborhood. 

Another characteristic is the district's open spaces. With 110 
vacant lots, 46 have been merged into well landscaped side yards. The 
District's tight urban scale has gained visual relief from the excellence of 
its landscaped side and front yards. 



As noted in the recent Hanna v. City of Chicago 
et al., No. 1-12-1701 (Sept, 26, 2013) the 
appeals court found that this landmarks 
ordinance is neither vague nor arbitrary. To 
the contrary, the court found that it is 
'sufficiently detailed under the circumstances to 
guide the (city landmarks) Commission in its 
duties and responsibilities.



The proposed development of any historic Side Yard 
would indeed 'adversely affect any significant 
historical or architectural feature of the improvement 
or of the district.' In section 1 of the ordinance that 
created the Wicker Park Landmark District Wicker, the City 
Council specifically provided that 'all exterior faces of the 
structures and all the streetscapes and landscapes within 
the boundaries' were 'critical features that make an 
essential contribution to the qualities and characteristics' of 
the district.  



An approval following this recommendation would be a violation of the 
Commission’s charter under Section 2-120-580 of the Chicago Landmarks 
Ordinance '[t]o safeguard the City of Chicago's historic and cultural 
heritage, as embodied and reflected in such areas, districts, places, 
buildings, structures, works of art, and other objects determined eligible 
for designation by ordinance as 'Chicago Landmarks' and its obligation, 
under Section 2-120-770, to provide preliminary approval of the 
application only if 'the proposed work will not adversely affect any 
significant historical or architectural feature of the improvement or of the 
district, and is in accord with the Standards for Rehabilitation set forth by 
the United States Secretary of the Interior at 36 C.F.R. 67, as amended 
from time to time, as well as the commission’s published procedures.



We plead with Landmarks and Zoning to 
support the objections and not grant relief 
that the owner is seeking.

 

8 windows
facing open 
space

arch



3/3/2021 Mail - ccl - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/ccl@cityofchicago.org/search/id/AAMkADMyZDhlZjljLWIwYTEtNDI0Yi1iNzc1LWUxMmU3ZTAzNGM0NgBGAAAAAADBOK… 1/1

 [Warning: External email] 

Fw: 1512 N Hoyne - Invitation to view

ccl <ccl@cityofchicago.org>
Fri 1/22/2021 7:51 PM

To:  Dijana Cuvalo <Dijana.Cuvalo@cityofchicago.org>; Lawrence Shure <Lawrence.Shure@cityofchicago.org>; Joyce Ramos
<Joyce.Ramos2@cityofchicago.org>; Emily Barton <Emily.Barton@cityofchicago.org>; Matt Crawford
<Matt.Crawford@cityofchicago.org>

This came in to the CCL mailbox.  Perhaps one of you is handling this project?

Kandalyn

From: Mark Yee (via Google Slides) <mark.m.yee@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 3:51 AM
To: ccl <ccl@cityofchicago.org>
Subject: 1512 N Hoyne - Invita�on to view
 

mark.m.yee@gmail.com has invited you to view the following presentation:

1512 N Hoyne

This presentation on behalf of the neighbors was shared at the Wicker Park
Preservation and Development Committee on January 19, 2021 regarding the
proposal at 1512 - 1514 N Hoyne.

Open in Slides

This email grants access to this item without logging in. Only forward it to people you trust.

Google Slides: Create and edit presentations online.  

Google LLC, 1600 Amphitheatre Parkway, Mountain View, CA 94043, USA 

You have received this email because mark.m.yee@gmail.com shared a presentation with

you from Google Slides.

mailto:mark.m.yee@gmail.com
https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=5f09a20e-00929b68-5f097666-860397a5e393-285ca0e695095a47&q=1&e=dab12191-a83a-4437-9888-98adaf42523a&u=https%3A%2F%2Fdocs.google.com%2Fpresentation%2Fd%2F1ov9exgOg2kO77WvzXwvHZJqGb0Se2QRX6iyGcBwdBh4%2Fedit%3Fusp%3Dsharing_eil%26invite%3DCM-ets8I%26ts%3D600a4bcb
https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=47005ae6-189b6380-47008e8e-860397a5e393-635f88d57a232557&q=1&e=dab12191-a83a-4437-9888-98adaf42523a&u=https%3A%2F%2Fdocs.google.com%2Fpresentation%2Fd%2F1ov9exgOg2kO77WvzXwvHZJqGb0Se2QRX6iyGcBwdBh4%2Fedit%3Fusp%3Dsharing_eip%26invite%3DCM-ets8I%26ts%3D600a4bcb
mailto:mark.m.yee@gmail.com
https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=29342419-76af1d7f-2934f071-860397a5e393-6b72a72143bfef41&q=1&e=dab12191-a83a-4437-9888-98adaf42523a&u=http%3A%2F%2Fdrive.google.com%2F


1512 - 1514 N Hoyne, Chicago, IL 60622



We ask Landmarks and Zoning to see thru 
this “rowhouse ruse” and protect the 
greenspace in historic Wicker Park.

 

8 windows
facing open 
space

arch



1512, 1514 and 1520 were owned by the 
Poskozine family for nearly 100 years.

Susan Benjamin report says that lots 8, 9 and 
10 were interconnected for a century. 



The Poskozine Family owned all 3 properties:
1512, 1514 and 1520 N Hoyne and intended for the 
greenspace to remain open.

● 1927 - 1998 (71 years) Lots 8, 9, 10
○ owned by Michael Poskozine and by Mark 

Poskozim

● 1998 - 2020 (22 years)
○ lots 8 and 9 purchased by Peter Debreceny 

and Jane Humzy



Proposal incorrectly says: 1512 has “few windows” on north side

The side facing the lot has 5 original windows and 3 new 
windows, for a total of 8 windows!!!
 

It’s the OTHER side 
that has no windows 
(pic #2) that was 
meant to be built 
close.

does proposal not know the left 
from the right?

 
8 windows
facing open 
space

no windows
0 windows
zero windows



One window with 
arch is 
intentional 
architecture to 
be seen or used 
in a special way.

ARCH



Proposal incorrectly says, “house not intended to access side yard.” 

This photo contradicts that clearly.



Proposal incorrectly says, “house not intended to 

access side yard.” This photo says otherwise. 



This home has over 
20 windows that will 
be partially or 
totally blocked from 
the streetscape.

This home is 
covered in beautiful 
decorative 
facebrick that was 
meant to be seen, a 
key consideration in 
a landmarks 
district.



Archival 
Photo:
View of sideyard from 
inside 1520 N. Hoyne
illustrates importance of 
sideyard.



1520 N Hoyne 
has over 
20 windows 
that will be 
partially or 
totally blocked 
from street 
view.

chimney



Objection: Proposal hides historical 
elements from view, contains glass 
connectors that are non-historical and 
reduces green space. 



Proposal incorrectly says: 
adding a structure fix a 

missing tooth?
Space is open

for over 100 years. 
There is nothing “to fix.” 



Wicker Park is 
beautiful and 
historic, not a 
neighborhood 
with a “missing 
tooth.”
there was no “tooth” that fell out.

X



Sanborne Fire Map 1914 

140 years
Open
Space

Another mistake in the proposal, “these are standard Chicago 
lots” but these lots are 20% larger at 150’ deep not 125’, 



Proposal incorrectly says that there was some thing 

there before.

Further research says: Lot was NOT
previously built upon



Proposal reached wrong conclusion on limited facts: 
“There was considerable activity on the site prior to the time Larson 
purchased the land. The first entry in the title books is dated July 2, 1872. 
Between then and 1875 there were a number of mortgage transactions, 
when Lars L. Skielvig owned it.”

1872 - 1875 Lars L Skielvig owned the land and 
there were many reasons for the financial activity, 
such the CHICAGO FIRE and the FINANCIAL 
PANIC OF 1873 - 1875 and borrowing for hospital 
bills for sick child who died.



Lars never lived on Hoyne. 



Lars did not have the financial means 
to build (US Census)
● Lars lived at:
● 88 W Ohio 
● 252 N. Carpentar

● Lars had 4 children and 
supported his wife’s sister and 
had a sickly child

● Lars worked at a cabinet 
making company



Sanborne Fire Maps 1956

The proposal requires that the owner will 
eventually seek relief to:

1. Combine the PINS
2. Increase the allowed setback
3. Increase the setback through and 
administrative adjustment.
4. Ask for Landmarks and Zoning approvals
5. Ask for permits

ALL TO WHICH, we OBJECT.



At the very 
moment that the 

lots combine, 
the land becomes 
protected as open 

greenspace.



One Home = 
1 Parcel

48’ x 150’ = 7,200



7,200 sq ft lot rare for 
single family homes



● Object to anticipated zoning request to reduce 
setback from 3’ 10 ⅛” to 2’ 0”
○ It’s about saving greenspace and open space. 
○ We will not give an extra 1’ 10 ⅛”

● Object to any future zoning request
handled as Administrative Adjustment

       - (too important for AA. Needs ZBA)



A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a 
new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics 
of the building and its site and environment.

The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation

Objection: The proposal is a big change 
to the site and environment and intends 
to remove green space. 



OBJECTION

OBJECTION

OBJECTION
X

OBJECTION

to the 

ENTIRE

THING



Are the glass 
connectors in keeping 
with the streetscape?

NO



Streetscape will 
change.

Therefore, we object.

● View from inside and outside 1520 N 
Hoyne will change. Therefore we object.



Does recent removal of 
garden provide a 
reason to build?

NO



Proposal incorrectly says, “lots are not beautifully landscaped.” Correction: the landscaping was 
removed by current owner.



Proposal incorrectly says, “lots are not beautifully landscaped.” Correction: the landscaping was 
removed by current owner.



Rowhouse Ruse



PAID OPINION. Paid for by the client wanting to build.

The proposal is to build a stand-alone building and not 

a rowhouse. We object to the conclusions in this 

proposal because they are incorrect and conjecture.



1512 is not a 
“row house”
or town house

1. City of Chicago 
Landmarks lists type as 
Single Family Residence, 
Classical (Italianate)



Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, 
and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, 
such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other 
buildings, shall not be undertaken.

The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation

Trying to guess the original intent of a 134 year old home and trying to 

fulfill that intent over 100 years later by saying this home is a rowhouse 

totally creates a false sense of historical development.

Therefore we object based upon the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for Rehabilitation and we will not rely on a consultant that 

was hired to help the client. We will bring in our own experts.





Q: what is a Rowhouse?

A: home with shared walls

This proposal does NOT have a 
shared wall nor do we want one.



Rowhouse

Dictionary: one of a series of houses connected by common sidewalls and 
forming a continuous group Fundamentally, a row house is a building that 
stands cheek by jowl with its neighbors, often sharing a common wall.

rowhouses do not have entrances at grade

Rowhouse in NEW YORK
Rowhouse in LINCOLN Park, not WICKER Park 



Proposal gave examples of 
“At Grade Entrances”
for Homes, not rowhouses

 

● 1919 W. Schiller
● 1328 N. Wicker Park 
● 2039 W. Evergreen



Proposal gave window examples from Houses 
not rowhouses



does ONe  

make it a 

row?

No.



There is NO 
rowhouse rhythm
in Wicker Park
● 5 years of Redfin Sales Data 

says: Only 1 “rowhouse” in 
Wicker Park

○ Rowhouse sold for 
$855,000

○ 1512 Hoyne sold twofold 
at $1.65 million. Price says 
it is not a rowhouse.

just 
One Wicker Park  

Rowhouse

Proposal incorrectly says that “The vacant lot, with a compatible addition to 1512 N. Hoyne, would
be consistent with the row house rhythm found throughout the district.”



Rowhouse? or is Proposal 
toying with words and meant
townhouse?
● 5 years of Redfin Sales 

Data says: Only 10 
“Townhouses” in 60622 has 
ever sold for more than 
$825,000

● 1512 Hoyne sold twofold at 
$1.65 million. Price says 
it’s not a rowhouse. Townhouse 

does’t cos
t almost $2 million



Greystone 
or 
townhouse
or 
“rowhouse”
???

What do the 
experts say?

@ Properties Real Estate Listing 
Incredibly rare Greystone in Wicker 
Park Historic District 



Who is Greg the listing agent?

Who is Sophia the buyers agent?



Greg Vollan the @ 
Properties “West 
Town Expert”, 
“educated decisions 
based on a solid 
foundation of 
knowledge.”

“an experienced 
agent”



KlopasStratton Team sold $82 million of real estate

“Certain things 
that buyers may 
overlook, Sophia 
notices.”

“19 years in 
Bucktown & 
Wicker Park”



Proposal incorrectly concludes that common brick 
indicates that this side was meant to built upon. 

Q: Does Chicago Common Brick mean 
rowhouse or intent to be cover?

A: No



Chicago Common Brick and Plain Brick Sides does not mean “Rowhouse” 
and does not mean “build next to me.”

This illogical conclusion is a 
dangerous slippery slope of logic. 



Chicago Common Brick does 
NOT mean rowhouse



Q: Is Chicago Common 
Brick meant to be hidden?

A: No. In fact it is quite unique



Common Brick is Special
1. After 1871 Chicago Fire: preferred building material
2. Ancient Lake Michigan clay from glaciers is grayish 

blue with carbonates like limestone
3. Fired up to 60 hours in Chicago Scove open-roof kilns, 

uver 1,500 degrees. blue clay turns shades of salmon 
or buff rather than reds, creams and browns in other 
regions.

4. No longer produced since 1989.



Proposal incorrectly gave examples that are less visible from street

● 1302 N. Hoyne Ave - Rear Garage 
● 1400 N. Hoyne Ave - New Coach House
● 1521 N. Hoyne - New Coach House
● 1936 W. Schiller - Rear Addition



Landmark Designation was always there.

1. Real Estate Listing 
clearly says Wicker Park 
Historic District 



July 1989, David R. Mosena as Commissioner of the Department of 
Planning, Wicker Park District Report To the Commission on Chicago 
Landmarks 

"This 55 acre district has 614 structures of these 68 are located on the 
rear of the lots. It is a pattern that contributes to the ambience of this 
special neighborhood. 

Another characteristic is the district's open spaces. With 110 
vacant lots, 46 have been merged into well landscaped side yards. The 
District's tight urban scale has gained visual relief from the excellence of 
its landscaped side and front yards. 



As noted in the recent Hanna v. City of Chicago 
et al., No. 1-12-1701 (Sept, 26, 2013) the 
appeals court found that this landmarks 
ordinance is neither vague nor arbitrary. To 
the contrary, the court found that it is 
'sufficiently detailed under the circumstances to 
guide the (city landmarks) Commission in its 
duties and responsibilities.



The proposed development of any historic Side Yard 
would indeed 'adversely affect any significant 
historical or architectural feature of the improvement 
or of the district.' In section 1 of the ordinance that 
created the Wicker Park Landmark District Wicker, the City 
Council specifically provided that 'all exterior faces of the 
structures and all the streetscapes and landscapes within 
the boundaries' were 'critical features that make an 
essential contribution to the qualities and characteristics' of 
the district.  



An approval following this recommendation would be a violation of the 
Commission’s charter under Section 2-120-580 of the Chicago Landmarks 
Ordinance '[t]o safeguard the City of Chicago's historic and cultural 
heritage, as embodied and reflected in such areas, districts, places, 
buildings, structures, works of art, and other objects determined eligible 
for designation by ordinance as 'Chicago Landmarks' and its obligation, 
under Section 2-120-770, to provide preliminary approval of the 
application only if 'the proposed work will not adversely affect any 
significant historical or architectural feature of the improvement or of the 
district, and is in accord with the Standards for Rehabilitation set forth by 
the United States Secretary of the Interior at 36 C.F.R. 67, as amended 
from time to time, as well as the commission’s published procedures.



We plead with Landmarks and Zoning to 
support the objections and not grant relief 
that the owner is seeking.

 

8 windows
facing open 
space

arch
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