














The building’s projecting front bay combines a Chicago-style window and round-arched, 
stained-glass-filled transom with bulls-eye-detailed window sash and terra-cotta ornament. 
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Details of terra-cotta ornament 
flanking the projecting bay’s 
stained-glass transom. 
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The Schnitzius Cottage's exterior wood detailing, used for window frames and a front porch, 
reflect the greatly-expanded industry for machine-made wood ornament in late nineteenth-
century buildings.  Originally wood building details had to be crafted by hand, a labor-
intensive process that limited finely-detailed ornament to more expensive buildings.  The 
development of woodworking machinery, especially lathes and jigsaws, allowed the cheap 
manufacture of cut- and turned-spindle ornament, including the posts and gable ornament 
used in the Schnitzius Cottage's front porch and the bulls-eye window ornament in the front 
bay window.  The building's wood-paneled doors are also fine examples of craftsmanship. 
 
The Schnitzius Cottage utilizes Portage brownstone for its front façade details and Joliet 
limestone for side and rear facade details.  Brownstone, which is a brown-hued sandstone, 
was commonly used for New York City buildings due to readily-available quarries of the 
material in nearby Connecticut.  Chicago builders, however, used the material more infre-
quently, and its use for the Schnitzius Cottage is relatively unusual in the context of Chicago 
workers cottages.  Cottages built before the 1890s more typically used Joliet limestone, a 
lightly-colored stone that was relatively inexpensive and readily availabile from quarries lo-
cated along the Illinois and Michigan Canal near Lemont and Joliet.  In the 1890s and later, 
Bedford limestone, a gray limestone from central Indiana with greater durability than Joliet 
limestone, became the commonly-used building stone in Chicago. 
 
The Schnitzius Cottage has a large rectangular terra cotta panel under the front bay window, 
alng with smaller crescent-shaped panels above that bracket the bay's round-arched transom.  
These terra-cotta panels are red glazed, a common visual treatment for such ornament in the 
1880s and 1890s, and ornamented with a variety of foliate and geometric ornament, including 
garlands, swags and rosettes.   
 
Architectural terra cotta was first used for building construction in Chicago in the 1860s, alt-
hough at first it was largely used for fireproofing.  By the 1890s, large-scale Chicago skyscrapers 
were being clad entirely with terra cotta, and even modestly-scaled neighborhood buildings were 
increasingly being ornamented with the material.  Italian for “baked clay,” terra cotta was a 
cousin to brick as a building material molded from clay and fired to a hard finish in kilns.  Un-
like brick, terra cotta as used for small neighborhood buildings was typically created in a variety 
of shapes, ornamental features and finishes to substitute for stone ornament on building facades.   
 
Terra cotta panels such as those found on the Schnitzius Cottage were especially popular for 
buildings designed in or influenced by the Queen Anne architectural style.  Popular in the late 
1880s and 1890s, the Queen Anne style favored visually-complex and finely-detailed designs 
created from a wide variety of building materials.  Queen Anne buildings often combined brick, 
stone, terra cotta, wood, and metal.   
 
The Schnitzius Cottage has a small, but finely-executed, stained-glass window, decorated with 
multi-colored foliate motifs, located in the transom above the building's front bay.  Victorian-era 
buildings often had stained-glass transoms above front doors and windows facing streets.  Such 
building elements often were removed in the mid-twentieth century as windows were replaced 
and appreciation for stained glass ebbed. 
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The Schnitzius Cottage retains all of its decorative-metal exterior detailing, highly unusual in 
the context of nineteenth-century Chicago residential buildings.  Top: A view of the building’s 
pressed-metal cornice, ornamented with brackets and dentils.  Bottom: The building’s cast– 
and wrought-iron front fence. 
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The Schnitzius Cottage also retains a great deal of decorative metal work, including a gal-
vanized-metal cornice detailed with tooth-like dentils, cast-iron railings and posts on the 
buildiing's front steps, and even a historic wrought-iron fence with incised cast-iron posts 
enclosing the front yard.  As with wood detailing, the expansion of decorative metal produc-
tion in the late nineteenth century through the mechanization of its production expanded the 
availability of such architectural elements while reducing costs.  Metal ornament was readily 
available through both local providers and trade catalogs issued by larger companies, and 
builders could “mix-and-match” details from such sources for their buildings.  These once-
common elements typical of nineteenth-century buildings often have been lost due to materi-
al deterioration or metal campaigns during wartime, when many decorative metal buildings 
details were scrapped for recycling.  The Schnitzius Cottage's retention of all of these ele-
ments is exceptional. 
 
Typical of Chicago working- and middle-class houses and small flat buildings, the Schnitzi-
us Cottage has little decorative detailing on its common-brick-clad side and rear elevations.  
An enclosed wood porch is attached to the rear elevation.  A brick garage likely built circa 
1895-1905 is located at the rear of the lot. 
 
 

CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATION 

 
According to the Municipal Code of Chicago (Sect 2-120-690), the Commission on Chicago 
Landmarks has the authority to make a final recommendation of landmark designation for an 
area, district, place, building, structure, work of art or other object within the City of Chica-
go if the Commission determines it meets two or more of the stated "criteria for designa-
tion," as well as possesses sufficient historic design integrity to convey its significance. 
 
The following should be considered by the Commission on Chicago Landmarks in determin-
ing whether to recommend that the Martin Schnitzius Cottage be designated as a Chicago 
Landmark. 
 
Criterion 1:  Value as an Example of City, State or National Heritage 
Its value as an example of the architectural, cultural, economic, historic, social, or other as-
pect of the heritage of the City of Chicago, State of Illinois, or the United States. 
 
 The Martin Schnitzius Cottage exemplifies the importance of the “worker’s cottage” 

building type to the development of nineteenth– and early twentieth-century Chicago 
working- and middle-class neighborhoods.  Worker’s cottages are commonly found in 
many Chicago neighborhoods and typically display a relatively restrained palette of dec-
orative building materials and ornamentation, as well as varying degrees of historic phys-
ical integrity.  Through its excellent degree of architectural detail, unusually wide variety 
of decorative building materials, and exceptional historic integrity, the Schnitzius Cot-
tage is arguably one of the finest examples of the building type in Chicago and exempli-
fies the importance of small-scale residential architecture in the history of Chicago. 

 



Photographs of a variety of details on the Martin 
Schnitzius Cottage that are executed in wood, 
terra cotta and cast iron. 
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Criterion 4: Exemplary Architecture 

Its exemplification of an architectural type or style distinguished by innovation, rarity, 
uniqueness, or overall quality of design, detail, materials or craftsmanship. 
  
 The Martin Schnitzius Cottage is exceptional in the context of Chicago residential archi-

tecture as a finely-detailed and exceptionally well-preserved worker’s cottage. 
 
 Belying its relatively small scale, the building is lavishly ornamented and crafted with a 

large and visually-impressive variety of decoration in a wide variety of materials, includ-
ing pressed brick; painted and varnished wood; architectural terra cotta; stained glass; 
galvanized metal; and cast and wrought iron, all executed with excellent craftsmanship. 

 
Integrity Criteria  
The integrity of the proposed landmark must be preserved in light of its location, design, set-
ting, materials, workmanship and ability to express its historic community, architecture or 
aesthetic value.  
 
The Martin Schnitzius Cottage possesses an exceptionally high degree of exterior historic 
physical integrity, unusual for the “worker’s cottage” building type and the age of the build-
ing.  It retains all of its character-defining exterior detailing, including its historic wood 
porch with decorative-metal railings, turned-wood posts and jigsaw-cut wood ornament in 
the roof gable; floral-decorated terra cotta panels above and below the building’s large front 
bay window; decorative wood window sash; pressed-metal cornice with brackets; wood-
paneled front doors; and a cast- and wrought-iron fence. 
 
Exterior changes to the building are relatively minor, with the most important being the addi-
tion of a building dormer on the south side of the building's roof and an adjacent skylight.  
These changes are barely visible from the public right-of-way due to the presence of a adja-
cent building. 
 
 

SIGNIFICANT HISTORICAL  
AND ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES  
 
Whenever a building, structure, object, or district is under consideration for landmark desig-
nation, the Commission on Chicago Landmarks is required to identify the “significant histor-
ical and architectural features” of the property.  This is done to enable the owners and the 
public to understand which elements are considered most important to preserve the historical 
and architectural character of the proposed landmark.   
 
Based upon its evaluation of the Martin Schnitzius Cottage, the Commission recommends 
that the significant features be identified as follows: 
 
 All exterior elevations, including rooflines, of the building; and 
 The building's historic cast- and wrought-iron fence and its associated limestone curb 

that mark the front of the building’s lot. 



 
Additional Guidelines - General: 

Primary elevations are typically the main facades or other portions of a building that face 
a street or open space, or are otherwise prominently visible, and possess architectural de-
sign or expression, composition, structural expression, workmanship, materials and/or 
features significant to the historic character of the property.  Secondary elevations are 
typically the side or rear facades or other portions of a building less prominently visible 
and that possess architectural design or expression, composition, workmanship, materials 
and/or features of lesser significance to preserving the historic character of the property. 
 
Tthe primary elevation of the Building is the front (west) elevation of the Building, in-
cluding rooflines, that faces North Fremont Street. 
 
The secondary elevations of the Building are the side (north and south) and rear (east) 
elevations of the Building. 

 
The secondary elevations lack architectural detailing and consist of common brick 
exterior walls with punched window openings.  In addition, the rear elevation has an 
enclosed porch and stairs without architectural distinction; the porch and stairs are 
not considered significant historical and architectural features for the purpose of this 
designation. 
 
On secondary elevations of the Building depending on the actual scope, design and 
details of proposed changes, the Commission may approve new window openings.  
On the rear elevation specifically, depending on its visibility from public view, the 
Commission may approve a new rear porch or addition with new stairs. 

 
The rooflines of the Building are integral components of the Building’s elevations.  
Rooflines are considered to be the portions of the roof and all existing or proposed roof-
top additions, appurtenances, equipment, and other features, or attachments thereto, in 
public view. 
 

Public view may be considered to be from such locations as streets, sidewalks, parks and 
open spaces, but not from public or private alleys. 
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Detail of front fence. 
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