Meeting Agenda

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

MEETING LOCATION &
HPC INFORMATION

Location:
Geneva City Hall
Council Chambers
109 James Street
Geneva, IL 60134

1.

Call to Order

2.

Roll Call

3.

Approval of Meeting Minutes
February 21, 2017

4.

Review of Proposed Development Concepts
A. 216 Peyton Street
CASE 2017-016
Applicant:
Tom Stras / T-Square Construction, Owner
Christopher D. Rosati, Architect
Application for:
Exterior Rehabilitation incl. window and
siding replacement

Time:
7:00 p.m.

Commissioners:
Scott Roy, Chairman
Steve Collins
Jim Hamilton
Al Hiller
George Salomon
Paul Zellmer
Carolyn Zinke

Staff Liaison:
Michael A. Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

TUESDAY, MARCH 21, 2017 MEETING

B.

130 West State Street
CASE 2017-019
Applicant:
Eric Severson / Geneva Cleaners, Owner
Application for:
Window Modification / Equipment Install

C.

9 North Third Street
Applicant:
Application for:

CASE 2017-020
STC Capital Bank / James Weitl, Tenant
Wall Modification / Equipment Install

5.

Review of Building Permit Applications
A. 22 Campbell Street
CASE 2017-018
Applicant:
Katie and Mark Francis, Owners
Sean Gallagher, Gallagher Associates
Tom Wetmore, Wetmore Construction Co.
Application for:
Roof Reconstruction / Exterior Modification

6.

Historic Preservation Ordinance Text Amendments
City-initiated amendments to Sections 10-6-6 (Historic Landmarks), 106-7 (Historic Districts), 10-6-10 (Demolition), and 10-6-12 (Economic
Hardship) of the City of Geneva Historic Preservation Ordinance related
to public hearing notification.
Minor text clarifications to Sections 10-6-10 (Demolition) and 10-6-12
(Economic Hardship) of the City of Geneva Historic Preservation
Ordinance.

The Historic Preservation Commission meeting is audio-recorded and summary minutes are taken
by a recording secretary.
The City of Geneva complies with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.
Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting who require accommodations in order
to allow them to observe and or participate in this meeting are required to contact the Planning
Division at 630/232.0818 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to allow the City of Geneva to
make reasonable accommodations for those persons.
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A. From the Commission
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
MINUTES
Geneva Fire Department
Lower Level Training Room
200 East Side Drive, Geneva, Illinois
February 21, 2017

1.

Call to Order

Chairman Roy called the Historic Preservation Commission meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. at
the Geneva Fire Station, Lower Level Training Room, 200 East Side Drive, Geneva, Illinois.
2.

3.

Roll Call
Present HPC:

Chairman Roy, Commissioners, Hamilton, Hiller, Salomon Zellmer,

Absent:

Commissioner Collins, Zinke

Staff Present:

Historic Preservation Planner Michael Lambert; Recording Secretary
Celeste Weilandt

Others Present:

Sean Gallagher, 427 Anderson Blvd., Geneva; Don and Lori
Kwasniewski, 316 S. 6th St.; Geneva; Don and Lori Hartman, 322 N. 4th
St., Frank Amore, 10 N. Greenwich, Geneva; Mike and Lynn Fehr, 621
South St., Geneva; Craig A. Shodeen, 621 James St., Geneva

Approval of Meeting Minutes – January 17, 2017

Motion by Commissioner Hiller, seconded by Commissioner Zellmer to approve the
January 17, 2017 minutes. Motion carried by voice vote of 5-0.
4.

Review of Proposed Development Concepts:

A.
22 Campbell Street (Case No. 2016-139). Applicant: Katie & Mark Francis,
Owners; Sean Gallagher, Gallagher Architects; Application for Roof Reconstruction. Preservation
Planner Lambert recalled this case was before the commission about two moths ago and there
were concerns about the reconstruction of the roof. The proposed project was to install a gable
front roof over the original ridge line. However, there were commission concerns and the applicant
was asked to explore a hipped roof design. Diagrams of the gable roof option were shown as well
as the hipped roof version, as requested by the commission.
Mr. Sean Gallagher, with Gallagher Associates, reviewed the hipped roof option,
mentioning it recedes somewhat and the height is one foot less than the gable version and the
chimney remains but will get slightly taller. He recalled the gable option was the option that came
before the commission and it was the option his client preferred, pointing out the gable proposal
respected the original roof line. He then presented the hipped roof version, noting how well it also
worked. He asked commissioners for their feedback.
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Comments from the commissioners were as follows: Hiller said that he could chose either
one, stating the hip addresses the gable issue but did not necessarily keep with the character of
the house. Zellmer preferred the hipped roof because it had the same character of the original
home. Chairman Roy also could go either way but preferred the gable. Salomon could go either
way noting the hipped roof looked cleaner. Hamilton also agreed either option could work but
noted the gable version almost differentiates itself more from the original home. Mr. Gallagher
stated he would convey to his client that the commissioners’ comments were supportive of the
gable option but again, he said two commissioners were not present to weigh in.
B.
127 Ford Street (Case No. 2017-00); Applicant: Frank & Stephanie Amore, Owners;
Application for Exterior Modifications including Partial Demolition and Additions. Per Lambert this
was another small house that was trying to apply for the tax assessment freeze. The home,
believed to be constructed around 1854, was a one and one-half story Greek Revival at the corner
of Second and Ford Street that was associated with the Julius Alexander family and was with the
local Brown family for over 100 years. Mr. Lambert walked through the home’s many changes
starting with the earliest Sandborn map and continuing through its remodel in the 1980s. At the
time, synthetic siding was on the exterior of the home, all of the windows were replaced with a
window insert, and the interior was completely remodeled. Elevations of the home were displayed
on the overhead. Mr. Lambert reported that around 1854 to 1869 is when the addition was built.
Proposed is a fairly large addition to the home. Elevations, floor plans, roof plans and site
coverage were displayed on the overhead. Lambert reported that the lean-to will have to be
underpinned but a portion of it will have to be demolished, along with the garage. Demolition of the
garage is a concern for the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency (“IHPA”). Details of the IHPA’s
concerns with the garage were explained by Lambert. Three dimensional drawings of the home
were also depicted.
Owner/applicant, Mr. Frank Amore, shared some of his personal history living in the Fox
Valley area. He stated his family has basically outgrown his current home in Pepper Valley and
upon meeting with city staff, discussed the tax assessment freeze and eventually found the subject
home. Mr. Amore plans to rehab and restore the existing home but add the space he needs.
Mr. Gallagher with Gallagher Associates thanked Mr. Lambert for his assistance with the
IHPA and the tax freeze process. He proceeded to read the letter he sent to the IHPA explaining
the home’s existing conditions and the proposed changes/additions. All new work is proposed to
have roof lines that are in keeping with the existing ridge height or are below what is existing. The
height of the home is 21 feet 8 inches and, per Gallagher, that height will not be exceeded.
Roofing will be laminated dimensional shingles on existing and new wood. The bump-out of the
kitchen will be roofed with standing seam metal roofing. New clapboard siding will be smooth
finish Hardi-board (horizontal), and Hardi-board and batten installed on second floor addition. All
existing residence siding will not be altered, removed, or replaced because it is currently vinyl. All
existing windows will not be replaced. To respect the existing home the proposed addition is set
back 21 feet 5-1/2 inches from the front of the house and 10 feet 7 inches from the front of the
home facing Second Street. Only 14 feet 3 inches of the proposed addition will touch the 36 feet 8
inches of the east elevation. The goal is to have the addition pushed back from the main structure.
Mr. Gallagher proceeded to read the IHPC’s response letter, noting a majority of the
concerns pertained to the home’s interior. The only request IHPC had was to remove the door on
the west elevation. Mr. Gallagher felt the west door was not the original entry to the home but that
it may be required to be kept in place. The owners were fine with that because it would be sealed.
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Chairman Roy inquired about the size of the home next-door as compared to what was
being proposed. Commissioner Zellmer had no issues with the massing, but was concerned about
the kitchen bump-out since it appeared too close to the mass of the existing house and began to
compete with it. He suggested to have the scale of that element brought down to be less
prominent in the elevation. Mr. Gallagher offered to review different roof treatments or shifting it
slightly. Hiller initially thought the proposed size of the home was quite large, but given the size of
the lot and the setbacks, said it worked well and was differentiated from the original home;
Chairman Roy concurred. Regarding the vinyl section of the home, Mr. Gallagher explained that if
it was removed, whatever was underneath would have to be restored. Mr. Lambert filled in
additional details on how the state reviewed exterior restorations. Mr. Gallagher confirmed he
would try to maintain the tree that was on-site.
C.
322 N. Fourth Street (Case No. 2017-012); Applicant: Don Hartman/Lori ArmstrongHartman, Owners; Application for Rear Addition with Exterior Siding. Mr. Lambert summarized that
the owners would like to add a rear addition to the 1905 home, which will not be seen from the
south of the home due to the projecting bay window, however, it will be seen slightly from the
driveway. The owners do not wish to remove the aluminum siding. The north wall of the addition
will be set back to define the break. Mr. Lambert proceeded to reference the city’s current siding
policy and the question was whether they were fine with allowing the owners to use aluminum
siding on the rear addition because they were not removing the siding on the main structure.
Owner, Mr. Don Hartman described the offset from the wall would be four to six inches and
he stated he would like to use aluminum siding on the addition since it was existing on the home,
which would be have an embossed wood grain finish with “double five exposure” to match existing.
Hiller thought it was a reasonable request but questioned its precedence and how it
affected the city’s siding policy. However, Mr. Lambert pointed out that the city’s policy “was moot”
in this case. Other comments followed that the addition would not really be seen from the road and
it was a reasonable request. Lambert supported Hiller’s suggestion that when the case returned
and a motion was made, that the motion address the city’s siding policy.
5.

Review of Building Permit Applications

A.
316 S. Sixth Street (Case No. 2016-140); Applicant: Don & Lori Kwasniewski,
Owners; Application for Exterior Modifications including Partial Demolition and Additions. Staff
reported this small house project had been in discussion since November 2016. Current photos of
the home were depicted with Mr. Lambert stating the 1840’s home was part of Kastnerville which
were five homes owned by the Kastner family (early pioneer family in Geneva). This home was
one of the original Kastner buildings but may have been relocated to its current site. The home
had been added onto several times. The garage and breezeway were issues for the IHPA.
Historical facts of the home followed. The siding was also an issue. Reviewing the south
elevation, Mr. Lambert pointed out the rear portion started out as a one-story portion in 1920s and
then expanded upwards in the 1940s. Dormers on both sides were added sometime in the 1920s
to the 1940s. On the north elevation, a very small dormer was pointed out.
Regarding the breezeway, and for purposes of the tax assessment freeze, Mr. Lambert said
the IHPC had asked that the breezeway form be respected from the front of the building and that
the small dormers be retained. The owners intend to restore the front door which is an 1880s
original door; the center panel will be returned to glass with the doorway moved over closer to its
original location. Per Lambert, the siding has been damaged and has been patched in various
locations. Termite damage exists on the south elevation affecting structural members and
windows. Mr. Lambert reported that the wood windows have been replaced at least once and
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were in poor condition. The front picture window was added sometime after World War II but the
IHPA has indicated that it can be replaced to match the paired windows found on the rest of the
home. Photos of the interior were depicted. Continuing, Mr. Lambert reported that an early Dutch
door would be retained and an interesting stair balustrade existed which seemed to be made from
the home’s original front porch parts.
Proposed elevations included an addition over the garage, the breezeway massing being
retained and retaining the general configuration of the garage. Additions/renovations over the
years were reviewed as well. Mr. Lambert walked through some of the issues that needed to be
addressed by the owners before the project moved forward: the conflict between the drawings and
the windows and whether they were to be one over one or two over one and some railing
replication. Per Lambert, the IHPA agreed that the original portion of the home could be resided
and trimmed in a sympathetic 19th Century style with corner boards, rake boards, etc. and the other
details should reflect more of the mid-20th century remodeling from the 1940s/1960s, including the
narrow siding exposure on the 19th Century while using a wide 8” inch siding exposure on all of the
other portions of the home. The state also wanted a 20th Century garage door.
Owners Don and Lori Kwasniewski addressed the commissioners locating where the new
bathroom and master bedroom would be located upstairs. (Mr. Kwasniewski shows his plans to
the commissioners.)
Questions/comments from the commissioners included that the proposed garage door
would be steel material and include the windows up top. Commissioner Hiller suggested that
where the owners were loosing some windows in the master bedroom (at the gable end) that they
install some smaller windows, located higher up to provide some light yet keep privacy from the
neighbor. Per Lambert, based on the style of the door, stick style porches were reviewed with
elements being copied from it and IHPA was fine with it. Commissioner Zellmer, however,
questioned whether it could be interpreted as fake history. Mr. Lambert proceeded to share the
discussion he had with the IHPC on the ornate front door and the fact that the porch was
removable without losing the historical form of the house.
As for the windows, the owners confirmed they would be 2 over 1 panes on the front
elevation and sides. The front upstairs windows will be salvaged. Lambert clarified the window
openings were original but the window sashes were replaced at least twice. The sashes were
being replaced on the upper front elevation, as confirmed by the owners. Siding would be cedar
with a six-inch reveal for the entire house, which the IHPA was fine with.
Motion by Commissioner Salomon, seconded by Commissioner Hamilton to
recommend approval, as presented and approved by the IHPA. Roll call:
Ayes: Hamilton, Hiller, Salomon, Zellmer, Roy
Nay: None

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 5-0

B.
621 James Street (Case No. 2017-011); Applicant: Craig A. Shodeen, Tri-City Land
Management Company, LLC; Application for Window and Door Replacement. Preservation
Planner Lambert recalled this home was discussed prior and was before the commission for a
window replacement and door replacement visible from the street. The current windows in the
house were all replacement windows except for the front original transom window. The owner was
asking to replace it with a more historic looking clad unit with a heavier bottom rail on the lower
sash. Windows on the visible side would be replaced with double-hung windows. The rear
widows of the home would be replaced with less expensive widows. The rear kitchen window will
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be replaced with a sympathetic window and the four-panel door will be replaced with a steel
painted four-panel door.
Applicant, Mr. Craig Shodeen, stated he would be using the Pella Architectural Series
windows on the exposed sides and Pella Pro on the rear. The historic window located on the front
facade will be retained, per Mr. Shodeen.
Motion by Commission Hiller, seconded by Commission Hiller to approve the
window request, as presented. Roll call:
Ayes: Hamilton, Hiller, Salomon, Zellmer, Roy
Nay: None

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 5-0

C.
621 South Street (Case No. 2017-013); Applicant: Michael & Lynn Fehr, Owners;
Application for Railing Replacement. This case was before the commission in July 2016 regarding
a low railing that had to be brought up to code per the building department. Per Lambert, the
current rail is rotted and the owner was now requesting approval for a 36” inch composite railing.
Mr. Lambert stated the request had changed slightly from what was approved and there was a
change in the material and aesthetics which was why the owners were before the commission.
Mr. Lambert pointed out the home sits back from the road and had been altered significantly.
Owner, Mr. Mike Fehr, presented a sample of the Trex composite railing material since the
current railing has rotted along with the roof which caused the entire replacement of it. The railing
will have a six-inch post with simple baluster which he feels will fit the character of the home
(sample shown to commissioners). Commissioner Hiller inquired about an ornate railing being
depicted in the packet that had an 8-inch diameter, wherein Mr. Fehr confirmed the railings were
previously on both sides of the roof (from the 1980s) but said they would now be six inches with
the square, straight balusters (not turned balusters). Lambert recalled the HPC’s July discussion
was whether the turned balusters were appropriate or not and the consensus was to leave them
since they were there. However some commissioners thought a simpler baluster was appropriate,
which was what was being proposed. Per a question, Mr. Fehr said an industrial grade roof (no
exposed decking) was being proposed.
Commissioner Hiller recalled the commission previously approved and not approved
composite material. It was noted there was no sheen to the composite and it was far enough
where it would not be seen. Mr. Fehr said he did not plan to paint the posts. Commissioners were
fine with the material noting it was far enough away and it was on a second floor.
Motion by Commissioner Zellmer, seconded by Commissioner Salomon to approve
the railing project, as presented. Roll call:
Ayes: Hamilton, Hiller, Salomon, Zellmer, Roy
Nay: None
6.

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 5-0

Secretary’s Report (Staff Updates)

Lambert reported the survey for the National Register of Historical District was returned to
the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency by the National Park Service because the surveyor had to
address some housekeeping issues which were currently underway. He also reported he was
creating the survey forms in-house and which would now include surveying for garages, outbuildings and certain landscape features. Turning to the city’s window policy, Lambert stated he
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needed direction on spacer bars noting that the term “bronze-colored spacer bars” in the policy will
have to be revised to “non-specular and non-deformable spacer bars” because bronze cannot
meet energy code requirements for an aluminum spacer. Consensus was met.
Staff continues to work on the permitting process brochures and the update to the HPC’s
bylaws. Per Lambert, questions have been raised by the public regarding the Geneva Public
Library building in the historic district.
He suggested the commissioners visit
www.gpldnewbuilding.org to review the library’s plans. He expects the commission to see the
plans if the library is approved at the April 4, 2017 election. Commissioner Zellmer commented on
some of the limited information he has received regarding the proposed library. Lastly, Lambert
reminded the commissioners that this Saturday was the panel discussion on “Our Past and Future
Cities,” sponsored by Preservation Partners of the Fox Valley.
7.

New Business

A.
From the Commission: Chairman Roy observed that the HPC was reviewing many
applications requesting the tax freeze assessment and asked whether anyone else at the city was
aware of such requests, wherein Mr. Lambert stated he reports the information in his annual report
but believes the HPC’s activities are updated to the city administration. He also shared that the
state has been very complimentary on how this commission/staff assists applicants with the tax
freeze process, where other commissions do not. Mr. Lambert stated there has been significant
staff time spent on the small home projects and since garages are now becoming an issue, he is
including them in the revised survey. If that was a concern, Chairman Roy suggested that the city
administration be made aware of it. In response, Mr. Lambert commented that at last month’s
budget meeting the community development director did seek to have the historic preservation
planner position returned to full-time due the amount of time spent in reviewing the projects, the
historical research involved, and educating the public on the design guidelines.
B.
8.

From the Public: None.

Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Historic Preservation Commission, the
meeting was adjourned at 8:48 p.m. on motion by Commissioner Salomon, seconded by
Commission Hiller. Motion carried unanimously.
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Community Development Department Report

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
March 21, 2017

Applicant:
Tom Stras / T-Square
Construction, Owner
Christopher D. Rosati,
Architect

Request:
Concept Review for Exterior
Modifications at an Existing
Residence

HPC Case Number:
2017-016

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

AGENDA ITEM 4A

216 Peyton Street
Proposed Exterior Modifications

BACKGROUND
The existing, two story residence was built in the mid-nineteenth century
but has been altered numerous times over its lengthy history. At one
point, the primary entrance was located on the east elevation, where a
ca. 1885, Stick style porch was constructed. In addition to serving as a
single family residence, the building served as the Geneva Inn during the
first half of the 20th century. The front-facing, projected vestibule was
added around 1940, when windows were also replaced and reconfigured. Subsequent remodeling over the next 50 years resulted in
the removal of the late 19th century porch; the replacement of many of
the original windows; the construction of a prominent, exposed chimney
breast; and replacement of significant portions of the exterior siding.
REQUEST
The Applicant is seeking HPC direction and comment regarding proposed
alterations, including window replacement, siding replacement, and
alteration of the building massing at the front facade.
Additional Information to be presented at the HPC Meeting.

Community Development Department Report

CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
March 21, 2017

Applicant:
Eric Severson / Geneva
Cleaners, Owner

AGENDA ITEM 4B

130 West State Street
Proposed Window Modification

BACKGROUND
The mid-20th century building was erected in 1953 for the First National
Bank of Geneva; the earlier, 19th century building had been destroyed by
fire. The bank vacated this building in 1967 and moved its operations to
North Third Street.
The existing, South Second Street storefront window has been broken for
several months; the opening has been temporarily boarded up in the
interim.

Request:
Concept Review for SelfService Laundry Center at
Existing Window Opening

REQUEST
The Applicant is seeking Commission direction on the installation of a 24
hour, self-service kiosk to be installed within the existing window opening
of the South Second Street storefront.
Additional Information to be presented at the HPC Meeting.

HPC Case Number:
2017-019

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us
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CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
March 21, 2017

Applicant:
STC Capital Bank, Tenant
James Weitl, Tenant
Representative

AGENDA ITEM 4C

9 North Third Street
Proposed ATM Installation

BACKGROUND
The Bank Block building was erected in the early years of the 20th century.
The building incorporates two, small storefronts at the north end of the
first floor, along Third Street. The entrances to the tenant spaces, which
have been combined into a single tenant space, are accessed through a
portal stoop, recessed from the limestone façade.
REQUEST

Request:
Concept Review for ATM
Installation

HPC Case Number:
2017-020

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

As part of a new tenant build-out, the Applicant is seeking Commission
direction for the installation of an Automatic Teller Machine (ATM) within
the recessed stoop area.
Additional Information to be presented at the HPC Meeting.
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CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
March 21, 2017

Applicant:
Katie & Mark Francis, Owner
Sean Gallagher, Gallagher
Associates
Tom Wetmore, Wetmore &
Associates Construction
Request:
Permit Review for Renovation
of and Addition to an Existing
Residence

HPC Case Number:
2016-139

AGENDA ITEM 5A

22 Campbell Street
Proposed Renovations and Additions

BACKGROUND
The existing, one-story residence dates to the Civil War era (likely much
earlier) but has been extensively altered several times through the course
of history. Renovations include raising the house on a concrete block
foundation; construction of numerous additions (some constructed on
piers with no foundation); reconstruction of the roof; and reconfiguration
of the interior.
The Applicant is seeking HPC approval for the expansion of the existing
residence including the complete reconstruction of the roof. Although
the roof was constructed with sapling trees; a few sapling rafters remain
but are not carrying structural loads, apparently. The entire roof appears
to date to the first half of the 20th century and consists of 2 x 4 rafters.
Subsequent additions have compromised the structural integrity of the
reconstructed roof.
Based on HPC feedback, provided on December 20, 2016, the Applicant
and Architect, developed a concept for a reconstructed hipped roof. The
Applicant appeared before the HPC on February 21, 2017 opinion
regarding the HPC preference for one of the two, proposed roof forms:
gabled or hipped. Commissioners in attendance on February 21, 2017
were divided on the appropriate form for the reconstructed roof.
REQUEST

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

Based on inconclusive HPC feedback, the Applicant has submitted
Permit Drawings for a gabled roof reconstruction. Notably, the gabled
roof above the front door, to which most Commissioners objected during
previous reviews, has been eliminated from the submitted construction
drawings.
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CITY OF GENEVA, HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
March 21, 2017

Applicant:
City of Geneva

Request:
Proposed Text Amendments to
the City of Geneva Historic
Preservation Ordinance
related to public hearing
notice requirements.

Staff Liaison:
Michael Lambert
Preservation Planner
630/938.4541
preservation@geneva.il.us

AGENDA ITEM 6

Historic Preservation Ordinance
Proposed Text Amendments

BACKGROUND
In 2016 City staff and elected officials received complaints from
residents regarding the City’s notice requirements for public hearings.
The current City of Geneva Historic Preservation Ordinance requires a
notification of properties within 350 feet of the subject property at least
10 days prior to the public hearing. The City also posts a sign providing
notice of a public hearing on the subject property.
Residents expressed concern that the 10 day notice of a public hearing is
not sufficient, stating that it allows for limited time to review plans, ask
questions, gather information, and prepare testimony in favor of or
opposition to a development. Residents also felt that limited notice
fuels a perception that development projects are a “done deal” or are
being “rushed through” the process.
Staff reviewed the topic with the City Council at the Strategic Planning
Workshop on November 4, 2016 and proposed that property owners
surrounding the subject property could be notified twice, once when a
complete application is submitted for review and once 10 days prior to
the scheduled public hearing. This would engage citizens early on in the
process and provide them with ample opportunity to review plans, ask
questions, gather information, and prepare testimony. Concerns could
be identified early on, relayed to the applicant, and potentially resolved
prior to the public hearing. Advanced notice could also change the
perception of the process, assuring residents that development projects
are not “done deals” or being “rushed through” the process without
public input.
The City Council was receptive to the idea of requiring a second notice
requirement when an application is filed. At the November 4th Strategic
Planning Workshop the Council also discussed the possibility of
increasing the minimum notification distance to 500 feet to make sure
more residents were notified. The Council also suggested placing larger
and more informative signs on the subject property in the hopes of
reaching a wider audience. Ultimately, the Council requested to have
more discussion on the topic before providing staff with direction. On
January 17, 2017 the City Council held a policy discussion and directed
staff to:
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Agenda Item 6
Proposed Text Amendments

Require a mailed notice to surrounding property owners when an application is filed, in addition to
mailed notice 10 days prior to the public hearing;
Increase the mailed notification distance to 500 feet;
Place larger and more informative signs on the property when an application is filed; and
Make better use of the City’s website and social media accounts to inform the public of development
projects.

Requiring a mailed notice to surrounding property owners when an application is filed and increasing is the
mailed notification distance to 500 feet necessitate text amendments to the Historic Preservation Ordinance.
Amendments to the Historic Preservation Ordinance require review by the Historic Preservation Commission
and a recommendation to the City Council. The use of larger and more informative signs and better use of the
City’s website and social media accounts do not require amendments to the City Code and therefore do not
require any further action by the Historic Preservation Commission or City Council.
REQUEST
Based on the direction provided by the City Council, staff is proposing the text amendments to the Historic
Preservation Ordinance listed below. These Sections address notice requirements for public hearings related to
Historic Landmark Designation, Historic District Designation, Demolition of Designated Properties, and Economic
Hardship. Please note that the Historic District Designation procedures already require advanced notice to
surrounding property owners, therefore no amendment is proposed to require additional notice for Historic
District Designation. Additionally, two text clarifications within the adopted Historic Preservation Ordinance
have been identified as the ordinance has been utilized over the past year.
Section 10-6-6, A.4, Paragraph 2, beginning at line 3: change “situated within three hundred fifty feet (350’) from
the limits…” to “situated within five hundred feet (500’) from the limits…”
Section 10-6-6, A.5, insert after paragraph 1: “Within five (5) working days of the filing of an application, the
preservation planner shall notify, in writing by regular mail, the owners of record of all surrounding properties
identified herein for notification.”
Section 10-6-7, A.4, Paragraph 2, beginning at line 4: change ”situated within three hundred fifty feet (350’) of
the proposed district boundaries.” to ”situated within five hundred feet (500’) of the proposed district
boundaries.”
Section 10-6-10, Paragraph 1, beginning at line 9: add additional text (italicized for clarity) “has been included
identified as a contributing or significant property within a designated historic district.”
Section 10-6-10, A.4, Paragraph 1, beginning at line 5: change: ”situated within three hundred fifty feet (350’)
from each boundary of the property…” to ”situated within five hundred feet (500’) from each boundary of the
property…”
Section 10-6-10, A.5, insert after paragraph 2: “Within five (5) working days of the filing of a demolition permit
requiring a public hearing, the preservation planner shall notify, in writing by regular mail, the owners of record
of all surrounding properties identified herein for notification.”
Section 10-6-12, A.4, Paragraph 1, beginning at line 5: change ”situated within three hundred fifty feet (350’)
from each boundary of the property or resource proposed for demolition.” to ”situated within five hundred feet
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(500’) from each boundary of the property or resource proposed for demolition relief from applicable standards
due to economic hardship.”
Section 10-6-12, A.5, insert after paragraph 1 “Within five (5) working days of the filing of an application of
economic hardship, the preservation planner shall notify, in writing by regular mail, the owners of record of all
surrounding properties identified herein for notification.”
STAFF ANALYSIS
The proposed text amendments are consistent with the proposed notification requirements for public hearings
conducted by the City of Geneva Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals; provide for greater notification
of alterations of properties within the Geneva Historic District; and do not materially alter the intent of any
provision of the City of Geneva Historic Preservation Ordinance.

