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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
Report for the Village Council Meeting

12/15/2015
SUBJECT: SUBMITTED BY:
Stan Popovich, AICP
Historic Preservation Ordinance — Program Implementation Director of Community Development

SyYNOPSIS

A motion has been prepared to direct staff to implement the proposed public education, awareness and
financial incentive strategies developed by the Architectural Design Review Board (ADRB) and Ad Hoc
Subcommittee on Historic Preservation.

STRATEGIC PLAN ALIGNMENT

The goals for 2015-2017 include Steward of Financial, Environmental and Neighborhood Sustainability.
Additionally, the Village’s Long-Range Plan identifies the consideration of amendments to the Historic
Preservation Ordinance as a High Priority Action Item for 2015-2017.

FISCAL IMPACT

There will be minimal fiscal impact with the implementation of these strategies. The proposed elimination
of filing fees for historic preservation petitions have the potential to be offset by increased demolition fees.

UPDATE & RECOMMENDATION

This item was discussed at the December 1, 2015 Village Council meeting. Staff recommends approval
on the December 15, 2015 Active Agenda.

BACKGROUND

On July 21, 2015, the Village Council passed a resolution creating the Architectural Design Review Board
Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation. The resolution directed the Ad Hoc Subcommittee to work
with the ADRB to achieve the following:

e Increase the number of properties or areas designated as historic landmarks or districts under the
Village’s Historic Preservation Ordinance.

e Decrease or avoid the loss of historically or architecturally significant buildings and places in the
Village.
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The ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee met six times from August through October. The two boards
considered the Village’s experience with preservation efforts, surveyed the owners of potentially historically
significant properties, considered public comment and examined the preservation programs of surrounding
Certified Local Government (CLG) communities. Based upon their research, the ADRB and Ad Hoc
Subcommittee developed these public education and awareness strategies:

e Create easy-to-read-and-use applications.

e C(Create easy-to-use step-by-step guide emphasizing assistance that staff provides and efforts that
volunteers/groups can provide.

e Create easy-to-read educational pamphlets that explain the benefits of historic preservation and
counter any misconceptions.

e Partner with local groups to provide assistance in completing landmark nominations.

e Continue to complete historic building surveys.

e Provide updated materials and applications to the owners of identified significant properties.

e Use the Village website, Facebook, Nextdoor, Twitter, Village Corner, newsletter & press releases.

e Use Village YouTube Channel and DGTV-6 to broadcast videos about preservation or landmarked
properties.

e Provide plaques for all landmarked properties.

e C(Create a recognition and awards program that highlights and celebrates successes.

e Encourage the Village, Park District & other local government agencies to landmark properties.

e Continue to apply for IHPA grants for education programs and building surveys.

e Personalize the approach to historic preservation by partnering with local group volunteers to
communicate with property owners about the historic significance of their property.

e Partner with local groups/government to assist in identifying potential landmark properties.

e (Create new historic preservation hashtag.

e Offer walking or bike tours of historic areas.

e Create a book that features the story of Downers Grove and images of historic homes.

The ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee developed these financial incentive strategies:

¢ Eliminate fees for filing petitions.

Increase all demolition fees to provide a clear funding source for historic preservation efforts
(pamphlets, direct mail, plaques, etc.) or to offset the impact of eliminating filing fees.
Village participation in IHPA tax freeze program.

Federal tax credit program for historic commercial buildings.

Consider historic public improvements throughout the Village.

Consider a rebate program for historic landmarks.

Consider discounted permit fees for all landmarked and historic district properties.

Public Comment
A significant number of public comments were heard by both boards throughout the process as detailed in
the attached report.

ATTACHMENTS
ADRB & Ad Hoc Subcommittee Report
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE

COUNCIL ACTION SUMMARY

INITIATED: Village Attorney DATE: December 15, 2015
(Name)
RECOMMENDATION FROM: FILE REF:
(Board or Department)
NATURE OF ACTION: STEPS NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT ACTION:
_X_ Ordinance Motion to direct staff to implement the proposed public
education, awareness and financial incentive strategies
_ Resolution developed by the Architectural Design Review Board
and Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation.

= ) Motion ~ N
Other CO(‘D

SUMMARY OF ITEM:

Adoption of this motion shall direct staff to implement the proposed public education, awareness and
financial incentive strategies developed by the Architectural Design Review Board and Ad Hoc
Subcommittee on Historic Preservation.

RECORD OF ACTION TAKEN:

1\wpicas. 15\ARDC-strat
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Report and
Recommendations on
Historic Preservation
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Architectural Design Review Board
and

Ad Hoc Subcommittee on

Historic Preservation
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Executive Summary

On July 21, 2015, the Village Council passed a resolution creating the Architectural Design Review
Board Ad Hoc Sub-Committee on Historic Preservation. The resolution directed the Sub-Committee to
work with the Architectural Design Review Board (ADRB) to achieve the following:

e Increase the number of properties or areas designated as historic landmarks or districts under the
Village’s Historic Preservation Ordinance.

e Decrease or avoid the loss of historically or architecturally significant buildings and places in
the Village.

The ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee reviewed the Village’s current historic preservation ordinance,
considered the Village’s experience with the preservation effort, surveyed the owners of potentially
historically significant properties, and considered public comments. Their research identified the
following issues:

The current ordinance contains too many regulations that deter participation.
There is a lack of community awareness about the ordinance and the Village’s preservation
efforts.

o There is a lack of community understanding of the ordinance regulations and the designation
process.

e The costs of participating in preservation efforts are significant.

The ADRB and AD Hoc Subcommittee developed the following desired outcomes that guided the
recommended changes to the Historic Preservation Ordinance and the education and incentive strategies.

Create Financial Incentives Inform and Educate the Community
Reduce Regulatory Requirements Instill Pride and Celebrate
Emphasize Voluntary Participation Leverage Partnerships

Simplify the Application & Approval Process

The ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee prepared an amended Historic Preservation Ordinance with
the following key changes:

e Eliminate Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for construction projects that do not require a
building permit, except for window and door replacements.

e Require COAs only for construction projects that are visible from a public right-of-way,
excluding alleys.
Revise definitions and provide new definitions that are easy to read and understand.
Reduce requirements for filing petitions.
Revise the public hearing requirements to align with similar requirements in the Zoning
Ordinance.
Create certificate of economic hardship provisions.
Include references to the Zoning Ordinance and Comprehensive Plan.
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Create provisions for demolition by natural causes (acts of God).

Clarify the applicant for a historic landmark is the owner or the owner's authorized agent and the
applicant for the historic district is a property owner or authorized agent within the proposed
district.

Create provisions that any property that is nominated as a landmark or district cannot complete
construction which would change their historic status during the approval process.

Create opportunity for non-contiguous historic districts.

The ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee developed these public education and awareness strategies:

[ ] e o o o

Create casy to read and use applications.

Create easy to use step-by-step guide emphasizing assistance that staff provides and efforts that
volunteers/groups can provide.

Create easy to read educational pamphlets that explain the benefits of historic preservation and
counter any misconceptions.

Partner with local groups to provide assistance in completing landmark nominations.

Continue to complete historic building surveys.

Provide updated materials and applications to the owners of identified significant properties.
Use the Village website, Facebook, Nextdoor, Twitter, Village Corner, newsletter & press
releases.

Use Village YouTube Channel and DGTV-6 to broadcast videos about preservation or
landmarked properties.

Provide plaques for all landmarked properties.

Create a recognition and awards program that highlights and celebrates successes.

Encourage the Village, Park District & other local government agencies to landmark properties.
Continue to apply for IHPA grants for education programs and building surveys.

Personalize the approach to historic preservation by partnering with local group volunteers to
communicate with property owners about the historic significance of their property.

Partner with local groups/government to assist in identifying potential landmark properties.
Create new historic preservation hashtag.

Offer walking or bike tours of historic areas.

Create a book that features the story of Downers Grove and images of historic homes.

The ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee developed these financial incentive strategies:

e 6 o o o

Eliminate fees for filing petitions.

Increase all demolition fees to provide a clear funding source for historic preservation efforts
(pamphlets, direct mail, plaques, etc.) or to offset the impact of eliminating filing fees.
Village participation in IHPA tax freeze program.

Federal tax credit program for historic commercial buildings.

Consider "historic" public improvements throughout the Village.

Consider a “rebate” program for historic landmarks.

Consider discounted permit fees for all landmarked and historic district properties.
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Introduction

The Village adopted a Historic Preservation Ordinance in 2007. Since that time only two properties

sought and received landmark status under the Ordinance. Further, the Village did not receive any
petitions seeking to create historic districts.

On July 21, 2015, the Village Council passed a resolution creating the Architectural Design Review

Board Ad Hoc Sub-Committee on Historic Preservation. The resolution called for the Architectural

Design Review Board (ADRB) to work together with the Sub-Committee to achieve two goals.

Project Goals

Increase the number of properties or areas designated as historic landmarks or
districts under the Village’s Historic Preservation Ordinance.

Decrease or avoid the loss of historically or architecturally significant buildings
and places in the Village.

The general purpose of the Sub-Committee was to:

1. Identify and make recommendations designed to achieve the goals of (i) increasing the number
of properties or areas designated as landmarks and districts under the Ordinance; and (ii)
decreasing or avoiding the instances of loss of historically or architecturally significant
buildings and places in Downers Grove.

2. Create enhanced public awareness and understanding of the Ordinance.

3. ldentify ways to assist property owners and neighborhoods with the designation application
process under the Ordinance.

4. Solicit, consider and respond to public comments regarding historic preservation.

5. Seek and consider appropriate information or expertise from outside the community relating to
historic preservation, including researching other municipalities' ordinances and processes
relating to historic preservation.

6. Discuss and consider amendments to the Ordinance including, but not limited to: the process
and thresholds for landmarking a structure or creating a Historic District; applicability of
Certificates of Appropriateness for landmarked structures or in Historic Districts; designing
regulations for new and existing structures in Historic Districts and for alterations to
landmarked structures; regulations for the demolition of landmarked structures or existing
structures in Historic Districts.

Page 9 of 119



MOT 2015-6572

Process Summary
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To meet these goals, the Ad Hoc Sub-Committee met jointly with the Architectural Design Review

Board six times from August to October 2015. The issues discussed at each meeting are listed below:

Meeting Date
8/5/2015

8/19/2015

9/2/2015

9/16/2015

10/7/2015

10/21/2015

Topics

ADRB & Ad Hoc Introductions

ADRB Introduction of their past work

Review Issue, Goal, Discussion Items, Roles, Deliverables, Schedule
Review and discuss existing Historic Preservation Ordinance (Process,
Thresholds, Certificates of Appropriateness, Design Regulations)
Introduce / Assign Survey of Property owners

Public Comment

Review other Village's ordinances and programs
Brainstorm possible revisions to the Village's Historic Preservation Ordinance
Public Comment

Discussion of Property Survey Results by the Ad Hoc & ADRB
Key Policy Direction Discussion
Public Comment

Review Historic Preservation Ordinance Term Sheet
Review Education and Incentive Term Sheet
Public Comment

Review Draft Historic Preservation Ordinance
Review Final Education and Incentive Term Sheet
Public Comment

Recommend adoption of Ad Hoc and ADRB Report
Public Comment
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Property Owner Survey

The ADRB and the Ad Hoc Subcommittee
undertook a short survey of property owners whose
properties were listed as significant structures in
the 2013 Historic Building Survey. The results of
these surveys assisted in learning about the level
of understanding and interest from those property
owners who might be most affected by proposed
changes to the program. The results of the survey
are shown in the attachments and summarized
below:

e Approximately 50% of the respondents were not aware that the Village has a Historic
Preservation Ordinance. Of the respondents that were aware that the preservation ordinance
exists, 74% were not familiar with the ordinance requirements.

e Approximately 60% of the respondents were not aware that the Village conducted a historic
building survey in their neighborhood or that their property was identified as potentially
historically significant.

o About 90% of the respondents indicated that they have not considered designating their property
as a landmark. The primary reasons for not seeking a landmark designation were 1) too many
regulations; 2) cost; and 3) not understanding the ordinance and approval process.

Key Findings

Members of the ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee reviewed the Village’s current Historic Preservation
Ordinance, considered the Village’s experience with the preservation effort since the adoption of the
ordinance, surveyed the owners of potentially historically significant properties identified in the 2013
Historic Building Survey and considered public comments. The following key findings were identified
and discussed:

Too Many Regulations Residents felt that if they landmarked their property or were a part of a historic
district that there would be additional regulations placed on them. Residents were concerned that any
improvements to their designated property would have to be part of an additional Village approval which
would add cost to their project, increase their timelines and may or may not be approved.

Lack of Awareness Many residents were not aware that the Village had a Historic Preservation
Ordinance and program. Additionally, residents that were aware of the ordinance and program were
unaware of the requirements of the ordinance.
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Lack of Understanding of the Ordinance and Designation Process It was found that many people did
not understand the ordinance and felt that the ordinance was too technical and thus not understandable.
Members and residents both believed that the designation process was onerous with too many
requirements. It was not clear in the ordinance that staff was available to offer technical assistance with
the ordinance.

Cost of Participating Residents noted that the application fees to landmark your property or to receive
a Certificate of Appropriateness are a deterrent to landmark your property. The fee charges are seen as
another cost that the property owner will not be able to recoup.

Desired Outcomes

Based on discussions by the ADRB and AD Hoc Subcommittee, a list of desired outcomes was
developed. These outcomes guided the joint committee in developing recommended changes to the
Historic Preservation Ordinance and developing education and incentive strategies.

1. Create Financial Incentives Property owners seeking to participate in the historic preservation
process by landmarking their property or being part of a historic district should receive financial
incentives.

2. Reduce Regulatory Requirements The properties benefitting from historic district and
landmark designations should not be subject to burdensome regulatory requirements. The
regulations included in the current ordinance should be reduced.

3. Emphasize Voluntary Participation Participation in the Historic Preservation Ordinance and
program should be voluntary. The number of properties subject to involuntary participation
should be reduced or eliminated.

4. Simplify the Application and Approval Process The process for obtaining landmark status and
creating historic districts should be simple and easy. Property owners should be able to file
petitions quickly with the full assistance of Village staff.

5. Inform and Educate the Community Residents and property owners throughout the Village
should be aware of the historic structures in the community, the value of preserving these
structures and the resources available to preserve historic structures. To that end, the Village
should inform and educate residents and property owners.

6. Instill Pride and Celebrate Successful efforts to preserve historic structures should be
celebrated by the entire community. The Village’s historic preservation efforts should be
celebrated.

7. Leverage Partnerships There are many citizen groups, not-for-profit agencies and residents
that are committed to historic preservation efforts and willing to assist the Village and residents.
The Village should partner with these groups and individuals to further preservation efforts.
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Proposed Ordinance Changes

Based on the ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee’s discussions, a listing of key proposed ordinance
changes to the Historic Preservation Ordinance in support of the Desired Outcomes were developed.
The key proposed changes are shown in the table below. The left column identifies the proposed key
changes, the center column identifies the desired outcome the proposed change meets, and the right
column identifies the ordinance section and page number of the draft ordinance where the change has
occurred. Additionally, within the revised ordinance, notations have been added to denote a key change
(K.C. #1).

Key Proposed Changes Desired Where key proposed change can be
Outcome found in the Draft Historic
Preservation Ordinance

1. Eliminate Certificate of 2 Section 12.501, page 10
Appropriateness (COA) for
construction projects that do not
require a building permit, except for
window and door replacements.

2. Require COAs only for construction 2 Section 12.501, page 10
projects that are visible from a Section 12.502, page 11
public right-of-way, excluding
alleys.

3. Revise definitions and provide new 4&5 Section 12.200, page 2
definitions that are easy to read and
understand.

4. Reduce requirements for filing (e.g. 2 Section 12.301, page 5
eliminate requirements for pictures Section 12.401, page 8
of all four facades or list of Section 12.503, page 12

significant architectural features).

5. Revise the public hearing 2 Section 12.301, page 6
requirements to align with public Section 12.401, page 8
hearing requirements in the Zoning Section 12.503, page 12
Ordinance.

6. Create certificate of economic 2 Section 12.600, page 17

hardship provisions.
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Include references to the Zoning
Ordinance and Comprehensive
Plan.

Section 12.100, page 2

Create provisions for demolition by
natural causes (acts of God).

Section 12.800, page 22

9. Clarify the applicant for a historic

landmark is the owner or the
owner's authorized agent and the
applicant for the historic district is
a property owner or authorized
agent within the proposed district.

Section 12.301, page 5
Section 12.401, page 8

10.

Create provisions that any property
that is nominated as a landmark or
district cannot complete
construction which would change
their historic status during the
approval process.

5&6

Section 12.301, page 6
Section 12.401, page 8

I1.

Create opportunity for
non-contiguous historic districts.

Section 12.200, page 4
Section 12.402, page 11
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Public Education and Awareness Strategies

The ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee developed a thorough list of public education and awareness
strategies to accomplish the two goals of the committee. The items in this list can be used individually,
but more likely will be used together in a concerted public education and awareness program in the years
to come. The numbers shown at the end of each item identify which of the seven desired outcomes are

met by the proposed strategy.

Create easy to read and use applications. (Meets
desired outcome numbers 2, 4)
Create easy to use step-by-step guide emphasizing
assistance that staff provides and efforts that
volunteers/groups can provide. (2, 4, 5)
Partner with local groups to provide assistance in
completing landmark nominations. (2, 4, 5, 6, 7)
Increase website presence. (4, 5, 6)

o Update historic preservation page

o Use top story feature

o Create interactive mapping tool

o Provide easy access to previous reports that

are searchable
o Provide easy way for interested parties to
submit information on historic properties.

Create easy to read educational pamphlets that explain
the benefits of historic preservation and counter any
misconceptions. (4, 5)
Continue to complete historic building surveys. (2, 4, 5, 6)
Direct mail property owners of identified significant properties with updated materials and

applications. (2, 4, 5, 6)

Use Village Facebook, Nextdoor and Twitter accounts. (4, 5, 6)

Use Village Corner (weekly) and newsletter (quarterly). (4, 5, 6)

Use Village YouTube Channel and DGTV-6 to broadcast videos about preservation or
landmarked properties. (4, 5, 6)

Create press releases for publication in local newspapers. (4, 5, 6)

Provide plaques for all landmarked properties. (3, 5, 6)

Create a recognition program that highlights and celebrates successes. (3, 5, 6)

Create an awards program for historic landmarks. (3, 5, 6)

Encourage the Village, Park District and other local government agencies to landmark their
properties. (5, 6, 7)

Continue to apply for IHPA grants for education programs and building surveys. (4, 5, 6, 7)
Personalize the approach to historic preservation by partnering with local group volunteers to
communicate door-to-door with property owners about the historic significance of their property.
(5,6,7)
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Partner with local groups/government entities to provide assistance in identifying potential
landmark properties. (2, 4, 5, 6, 7)

Create new historic preservation hashtag. (5, 6, 7)

Offer walking or bike tours of historic area. (5, 6, 7)

Create a book that features the story of Downers Grove and images of historic homes. Proceeds
from the book sale could be used for historic preservation activities. (5, 6, 7)

L
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Incentive Strategies

The ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee
developed a thorough list of incentive
strategies to accomplish the two goals of
the committee. The items in this list can be
used individually or in conjunction with
one another. The numbers shown at the |
end of cach item identify which of the
seven desired outcomes are met by the
proposed strategy.

Eliminate filing fees for historic
landmark, historic district and
Certificate of Appropriateness
applications. (1, 2, 3, 4)
Increase all demolition fees to provide a clear funding source for historic preservation efforts
(pamphlets, direct mail, plaques, etc.) or to offset the impact of eliminating filing fees. (1, 2)

Village participation in IHPA tax freeze program. (1)

Federal tax credit program for historic commercial buildings. (1)

Consider "historic" public improvements throughout the Village. (1, 6, 7)

Consider a “rebate” program for historic landmarks. Rebates could take the form of a financial
incentive for a period of years once a landmark is established. (1, 3)

Consider discounted permit fees for all landmarked and historic district properties. (1, 2, 4)
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Next Steps

Upon ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee approval of the report, the following steps will be undertaken:

1. Present the Report to the Village Council Village staff will present the final ADRB and AD
Hoc Subcommittee Report to the Village Council in early November.

2a. Village Council Consideration of the Amendments to the Historic Preservation
Ordinance Upon Council acceptance of this report, Village staff will formally present the Draft
Historic Preservation Ordinance to the Village Council for their consideration at a Village Council
meeting in November.

2b. Village Council Consideration of the Recommendations for Education, Awareness and
Incentive Strategies Upon Council acceptance of this report, Village staff will formally present
the education, awareness and incentive strategies to the Village Council for their consideration at
a Village Council meeting in November.

3. Implementation of Report Recommendations Upon Village Council approval of the Historic
Preservation Ordinance and the education, awareness and incentive strategies, Village staff will
reconvene the ADRB to develop a work plan to implement the strategies.

Landmark - 5256 Carpenter Landmark - 4943 Highland



MOT 2015-6572 Page 19 of 119

Attachments

e Proposed Historic Preservation Ordinance
o Clean Copy
o Redlined Copy
e Minutes of the ADRB and Ad Hoc Subcommittee meetings
August 5, 2015
August 19, 2015
September 2, 2015
September 16, 2015
October 7, 2015
o October 21, 2015
e July 21 Resolution creating the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation
e Property Owner Survey Results

o O O O
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Sections:

12.100.
12.200.
12.300.
12.301.
12.302.
12.400
12.401.
12.402.
12.500.
12.501.
12.502
12.503
12.504.
12.505.
12.506.
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12.600
12.700
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12.900.

Downers Grove Municipal Code

Chapter 12

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Findings.

Definitions.

Landmarks

Landmark Designation Procedures.
Landmark Designation Criteria.

Historic Districts.

Historic District Designation Procedures.
Historic District Criteria.

Certificate of Appropriateness.
Certificate of Appropriateness Not Required.
Certificate of Appropriateness — Required.

Certificate of Appropriateness Application and Procedure.
Reviewing Criteria for Certificate of Appropriateness.

Design Guidelinesfor a Certificate of Appropriateness.

Appeal of Denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness.
Appeal of an Administrative Decision.

Certificate of Economic Hardship.

Remedying of Danger ous Conditions.

Demolition by Natural Causes.

Penalties.

Section 12.100. Findings.

The purpose of this ordinanceis to promote the protection, enhancement, perpetuation, and use of

improvements of special character or historical interest or value in the Village of Downers Grove by:

of the Village which represent elements of the Village's cultural, social, economic, political and

Providing a mechanism to identify and preserve the historic and architectural characteristics

architectural history;

Page 1 of 22
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Downers Grove Municipal Code

1 . Promoting civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past as represented in
2 the Village' s landmarks and historic districts;
3 M. Stabilizing and improving the economic vitality and value of Downers Grove's landmarks
4 and historic areas;
5 v Protecting and enhancing the attractiveness of the Village to home buyers, visitors and
6 shoppers and thereby supporting business, commerce, industry, and providing economic benefit
7 to the Village;
8 V. Fostering and encouraging preservation and restoration of structures, areas, and
9 neighborhoods and thereby preventing future urban blight;
10 VI. Encouraging the completion of historic building surveys to identify buildings, structures and
11 sites that are potential landmarks or potential historic districts which may contain potential
12 contributing, potential non-contributing or potential significant buildings;
13 VII.  Implementing the policies and goals contained within the Comprehensive Plan and other
14 officially adopted plans of the Village. (K.C. #7)
15  (Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
16
17
18  Section 12.200. Definitions. (K.C.#3)
19  For the purposes of this Chapter, the following words and phrases shall have the meanings ascribed to
20 themasfollows. Words that are not expressly defined in Chapter 1 of the Municipal Code or this Historic
21  Preservation Ordinance have the meaning given in the latest edition of Merriam-Webster’' s Unabridged
22  Dictionary.
23
24 Addition. Any act or process which changes one or more of the exterior architectural features of a
25 structure by adding to, joining with or increasing the size or capacity of the structure.
26  Alteration. Any act or process that changes one or more of the exterior architectural features of a
27 structure, including, but not limited to, the erection, construction, reconstruction, or relocation of
28 any structure.
29  Architectural Integrity. The authenticity of a building or structurée s historic identity, evidenced by the
30 survival of physical characteristics that existed during the building or structure s historic period.
31 Board. The Downers Grove Architectural Design Review Board.
32  Building. Any structurewith a permanent roof, separated on all sides from adjacent open areas by walls,
33 built for shelter or enclosure of persons, animals, personal property, or property of any kind.
34  Building Survey. A written report conducted by an Illinois licensed architect or other qualified third party
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Downers Grove Municipal Code

professional identifying at a minimum the architectural style, historical status and condition of all
structures and properties within a proposed historic district.

Certificate of Appropriateness. A certificate issued by the Board pursuant to Section 12.500 of this
Chapter.

Certificate of Economic Hardship. A certificate issued by the Board pursuant to Section 12.600 of this
Chapter authorizing an addition, alteration, construction, rel ocation or demolition even though a
Certificate of Appropriateness has previously been denied.

Construction. The act of adding an addition to an existing structure or the erection of a new principal or
accessory structure on alot or property.

Contributing Building. A building, site or structure that is part of a historic district that is at least fifty
(50) years old and possesses a moderate to good degree of architectural integrity of location,
setting, feeling and association and a majority of its architectural features and elements as
designated by resolution of the Council.

Council. The Village Council of the Village of Downers Grove.

Demoalition. Any act or process that destroys in part or in whole a building, structure or accessory
structure, excluding demolition associated with routine maintenance and repair.

Department. The Department of Community Development.

Design Guideline. A standard of appropriate activity that will preserve the historic and architectural
character of a structure or area.

Director. The Director of the Department of Community Development.

Exterior Architectural Appearance/Feature. The architectural character and style and general
composition of the exterior of a structure, including, but not limited to, the kind, and texture of
the building material and the type, design and character of all windows, doors, light fixtures,
signs, and other appurtenant e ements.

Exterior Modification. Any alteration, addition, construction, demolition, rehabilitation, relocation or
repair.

Facade, Primary. The portion of the facade that abutsor is nearest to a street yard and is visiblefrom a
Street.

Facade, Rear. The portion of the facade that abuts or is nearest to arear yard and is not a primary or
secondary fagade.

Facade, Secondary. The portion of afagade that abuts or is nearest to a side yard and abuts a primary
facade.

Historic District. A contiguous historic district or athematic historic district.

Historic District, Contiguous. A specific geographic area containing two (2) or more contiguous
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Downers Grove Municipal Code

1 properties designated by resolution of the Council.

2 Historic District, Thematic. An area designated asa ‘thematic historic district’ by resolution of the

3 Council composed of two (2) or more definable significant geographical areas, or properties, that

4 are spatially discrete from one another or from other areas, or properties, and not part of an

5 established “ contiguous historic district” as defined elsewhere in this Ordinance. A thematic

6 district is organized by ‘context’ or ‘property type.’” The context could be historic events,

7 significant persons (such as an architect), or architectural style or characteristic. The property

8 type of a group of buildings or structures included in such a district would be common physical

9 and associative attributes (such as ranch style and residential). (K.C. #11)
10 In-kind. Therepair or replacement of existing materials or features using the same material type, design,
11 dimension, texture, detailing and exterior appearance.
12 Landmark. Any building, structure or site which has been designated as a landmark by resolution of the
13 Council.
14  National Register Landmark. A building, structure or site that islisted in the National Register of
15 Historic Places.
16  Non-Contributing Building. A building, structure or sitethat is part of a historic district that has not been
17 designated as a contributing or significant building by resolution of the Council.
18  Owner Consent Form. A form provided by the Village identifying the owner(s) of record and their
19 consent to landmark or historic district designation.
20  Owner(s) of Record. The person(s), corporation, or other legal entity listed on the records of the County
21 Recorder of Deeds.
22 Potential Contributing Building. A building, site or structure that was identified in a building survey that
23 is at least fifty (50) years old and possesses a moderate to good degree of integrity and a mgjority
24 of its architectural features and elements.
25  Potential Historic District. A specific geographic area containing two (2) or more contiguous properties
26 (“contiguous historic district”) or an area composed of two (2) or more definabl e significant
27 geographical areas, or properties, that are spatially discrete from one another or from other areas
28 (“thematic historic district”), or properties that have been identified in a building survey as
29 possessing characteristics that could qualify the area as a contiguous historic district or athematic
30 historic district.
31  Potential Landmark. Any building, structure or site which has been identified in a building survey that
32 may meet the requirements to be a landmark.
33  Potential Non-Contributing Building. A building, structure or site that was identified in a building survey
34 survey which may be part of a historic district but does not possess individual historic,
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1 architectural, archaeological significance, or architectural integrity that would not qualify as a
2 potential contributing building or a potential significant building.
3  Potential Sgnificant Building. A building, site or structure that was identified in a building survey that is
4 at least fifty (50) years old and possesses a high majority of its architectural features and e ements
5 typical toits form and style and a high degree of integrity of location, setting, feeling and
6 association.
7  Rehabilitation. The process of returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or ateration of the
8 exterior of the property, which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving
9 those portions and features of the property which are significant to its historic, architectural and
10 cultural values.
11 Reocation. Any relocation of a structure on its site or to ancther site.
12 Repair. Any external change that does not require a building permit or that is not construction, relocation
13 or alteration.
14  Sgnificant Building. A building, site or structurethat is at least fifty (50) years old and possesses a high
15 majority of its architectural features and elements typical to its form and style and a high degree
16 of integrity of location, setting, fegling and association as designated by resolution of the Council.
17  Sreet. For the purpose of this Ordinance only, a private or public thoroughfare, including road, highway,
18 drive, lane, avenue, place, boulevard and any other thoroughfare (excluding alleys) that affords
19 the principal means of access to a property.
20  Sructure. Anything constructed or erected, the use of which requires permanent or temporary location on
21 or in the ground, including, but not limited to buildings, fences, gazebos, advertising signs,
22 backstops for tennis courts, radio and television antennae, including supporting towers,
23 swimming pooals, satdlite dishes, solar pands and wind generation devices.
24  Sructural Change. Any change or repair in the supporting members of a building, structure, roof or
25 exterior walls or which would expand, reduce, or otherwise substantially modify the building in
26 height, width or bulk.
27  Yard, Rear. See Section 28.15.280 of the Municipal Code
28  Yard, Sde. See Section 28.15.280 of the Municipal Code
29  Yard, Street. See Section 28.15.280 of the Municipal Code
30  (Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
31
32 Section 12.300. L andmarks.
33 Section 12.301. Landmar k Designation Procedures. (K.C. #4, #9)
34 A An application for landmark designation may be submitted by the owner(s) of record of the
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property on which the proposed landmark is located or the owner of record’ s authorized

representative. A filing fee may be required as identified in the User-Fee, License and Fine

Schedule.

A complete application for landmark designation must be filed with the Department. An

application for landmark designation shall be deemed to be complete only if the applicationis

accompanied by an owner consent form containing the signatures of all owners of record of a

property on which the proposed landmark is located.

From the date that a complete application for landmark designation isfiled to the date that the

application is granted, denied or expires, whichever comesfirst, no exterior architectural feature

of the proposed landmark may undergo alteration, construction, or demolition if such alteration,
construction, or demoalition would be subject to the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness
pursuant to the provisions of Section 12.500 after designation. Nothing in this paragraph shall
prohibit any work that would not be subject to the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness or
any work that is necessary to prevent or correct an imminently dangerous or hazardous condition

as described in Section 12.700. (K.C. #10)

Within thirty (30) days of the receipt by the Department of a complete application for landmark

designation, the Board shall schedule a public hearing on the application, said hearing shall be

held no more than sixty (60) days after such receipt. (K.C. #5)

1 Notice of the required public hearing on a landmark application shall be published in
accordance with Section 28.12.010.F of the Municipal Code.

2. Failure to provide any form of courtesy notice that is not required by State law or any
defect in such courtesy notice does not invalidate, impair, or otherwise affect any
application, public hearing or decision rendered in respect to the matter under
consideration.

3. During the public hearing, the Board shall review and evaluate the application according
to the criteria set forth in Section 12.302. A majority vote of the Board shall be necessary
to make a recommendation to the Council regarding the application.

4, Within thirty (30) days following the date of the closing of the public hearing, the Board
shall prepare its written evaluation, recommendation and all available information for
submission to the Council. Within ninety (90) days of receipt of the Board' s findings and
recommendation, the Council may act to approve or deny the landmark application. A
resolution passed by majority vote of the Council is necessary for approval of a
landmark. If the Council approves or denies the application, a notice shall be sent to the

property owner(s) of record via certified mail, and filed with the Village Clerk’ s office.
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5. If the Council approves the application, the Village shall:

a. Cause the approved landmark designation to be recorded with the County Recorder of
Deeds within thirty (30) days.
b. Place such designation on the Village' s official Zoning Map.

6. If the Council denies the application, such denial shall constitute a final administrative
decision subject to administrative review as provided by Statelaw. If an application is
denied, the owner(s) of record may not reapply for landmark status for the same property
for two (2) years from the date of the denial by the Council.

7. Landmark designation may be amended or rescinded by the same procedure and

according to the same criteria set forth herein for designation.
(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.302. Landmark Designation Criteria.

Thefollowing criteria shall be utilized by the Board in determining the designation of landmarks:

A. The proposed landmark is either over fifty (50) years old, in whole or in part or is under fifty (50)
years of age and possesses exceptional importance such as might be recognized immediately for
its reflection of an extraordinary political event or architectural innovation; and

B. That one or more of the following conditions exist:

1 The property is asignificant value as part of the historic, heritage or cultural
characteristics of the community, county, State or Nation;

2. The property was owned or occupied by a person or persons of historic significance to
the community, county, State or Nation;

3. The property represents the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural period, style,
type, method of construction or use of indigenous materials;

4, The property represents notable work of a master builder, designer, architect or artist

whose individual work has influenced the development of the community, county, State

or Nation;

5. An areathat has yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in history or
prehistory;

6. A source of civic pride or identity for the community; or

7. The property isincluded in the National Register of Historic Places.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
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Section 12.400. Historic Districts.

Section 12.401. Historic District Designation Procedures. (K.C. #4, #9)

A.

An application for the designation of a historic district may be submitted by any property owners
of record within a proposed historic district or an authorized representative of a property owners
of record within a proposed historic district. A filing fee may be required as identified in the
User-Fee, License & Fine Schedule,

A complete application for designation of a historic district must be filed with the Department.

An application for historic district designation shall be deemed to be complete only if the

application is accompanied by:

1. Anowner consent form containing the signatures of one hundred percent (100%) of all
owners of record of the properties within the proposed historic district. For condominium
developments, an affirmative vote of the condominium board shall be considered as
owner consent for the condominium devel opment.

2. A written statement by the owner(s) of record included on the owner consent form
indicating that they have received copies of this Ordinance and acknowledge its
requirements.

From the date that a complete application for a historic district designation is filed to the date that

the application is granted, denied or expires, whichever comes first, no exterior architectural

feature of any building within the proposed historic district may undergo alteration, construction,

or demoalition if such alteration, construction, or demoalition would be subject to the issuance of a

Certificate of Appropriateness pursuant to the provisions of Section 12.500 after designation.

Nothing in this paragraph shall prohibit any work that would not be subject to theissuance of a

Certificate of Appropriateness or any work that is necessary to prevent or correct an imminently

dangerous or hazardous condition as described in Section 12.700. (K.C. #10)

The Board shall, within thirty (30) days of the of the receipt by the Department of a complete

application schedule a public hearing on the application, said hearing to be held no more than

sixty (60) days after such receipt. (K.C. #5)

1 Notice of the required public hearing on a historic district application shall be published
in accordance with Section 28.12.010.F of the Municipal Code.

2. Failure to provide any form of courtesy notice that is not required by State law or any
defect in such courtesy notice does not invalidate, impair, or otherwise affect any
application, public hearing or decision rendered in respect to the matter under
consideration.
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During the public hearing, the Board shall review and evaluate the application according
to the criteria established by Section 12.402. A majority vote of the Board shall be
necessary to make a recommendation to the Council regarding the application.

Within thirty (30) days following the date of the closing of the public hearing, the Board
shall prepare its written evaluation, recommendation and all available information for
submission to the Council. Within ninety (90) days of receipt of the Board' s findings and
recommendation, the Council may act to approve or deny the historic district application.
A resolution passed by majority vote of the Council is necessary for approval of a historic
district. If the Council approves or denies the application, a notice shall be sent to the

property owner(s) of record via certified mail and filed with the Village Clerk’s office.

If the Council approves the historic district application, the Village shall within thirty

(30) days:

a Cause the approved historic district designation to be recorded with the County
Recorder of Deeds; and

b. Place such historic district designation on the Village's official Zoning Map.

If the Council denies the historic district application, such denial shall constitute a final
administrative decision subject to administrative review as provided by Statelaw. If an
application is denied, the owner(s) of record may not reapply for historic district status
for two (2) years from the date of the denial by the Council.

Historic district designation may be amended or rescinded by the same procedure and

according to the same criteria set forth herein for designation.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.402. Historic District Criteria. (K.C. #11)

Thefollowing criteria shall be utilized by the Board in determining the designation of historic districts:

A.

No less than fifty-one percent (51%) of properties within the proposed historic district must be

over fifty (50) years old; and

That one or more of the following conditions exists:

1

The proposed historic district has a sense of cohesiveness expressed through a similarity
or evolution of architectural style, time period, method of construction, or use of
indigenous materials that reflect a significant aspect of the architectural heritage of the
Village,
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2. Some architectural or land use characteristics are prevalent within the proposed historic
district in a manner which distinguishes it from the rest of the Village and whichiis
relevant to the historical development of the Village;

3. The proposed historic district establishes a sense of time and place uniqueto the Village;
or
4, The proposed historic district is listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.500. Certificate of Appropriateness.
(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.501. Certificate of Appropriateness Not Required. (K.C. #1, #2)

A Certificate of Appropriateness is not required for the following items:

A.

Secondary or Rear Facade: Any work (e.g. addition, demolition, alteration, change in material,
repair, or rehabilitation) performed on the secondary or rear fagade of the principal building or
structureif such work will result in no changeto the exterior architectural appearance or feature
of the building or structure that is visible from a street measured by a line of sight perpendicular
to the primary facade(s).

Detached garages. New detached garages or changes to existing detached garages, including
demolition (unless the garage has been deemed a landmark or significant building via resolution
by the Council).

Rear yard improvements: Any accessory building or structure (e.g. shed, rear deck, rear porch,
patio or trellis) located behind the principal building or structure.

Driveways and sidewalks: new construction, repair or replacement.

Fences: Any fence altered or constructed in compliance with fence regulations in Section
28.10.010 of the Municipal Code.

Reversible Appurtenances. air conditioning units, gutters, downspouts, antennas, satellite dishes
and mail boxes.

Painting.

. Landscaping.

Repairing damaged architectural features to their original state.
Replacement of roof materials.

Routine maintenance and cleaning.
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L. Installation, repair or removal of storm doors.

M. Replacement of aluminum clad or vinyl clad windows not original to the structure or contributing

to the historic significance as defined in a Council resolution.

N. Replacement of aluminum or vinyl siding when associated with a structure not contributing to the

significance as defined in a Council resolution.

O. Signs and graphics.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.502 Certificate of Appropriateness. — Required (K.C. #2)
A Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required before any addition, alteration, construction,

demolition, rehabilitation, relocation or repair requiring a building permit from the Village that affects the

primary facade(s) exterior architectural features of any designated landmark, contributing building or

significant building within a historic district.

A. Certificate of Appropriateness— Minor Exterior Modification

1 The Director may issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for proposed minor exterior

modifications. Minor exterior modifications include the following work performed on

the primary facade(s) of the principal building or structure or where such a projection of

the work would be visible from a street measured by a straight line of sight perpendicular

to the primary facade(s):

a

b.

C.

Doors: In-kind replacement with use of wood or original material.

Windows: In-kind replacement with use of wood or aluminum clad wood.
Exterior Building Materials: 1n-kind replacement of fifty percent (50%) or more
of the primary facade(s) with use of original material or fiber cement board in
place of wood.

Porches: In-kind replacement in whole or replacement of porch columns with
use of wood, plaster or cement materials; porch flooring with use of wood or
composite decking materials; or other porch components with use of wood or

original material.

B. Certificate of Appropriateness— Major Exterior Modification

1 The Board may issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for proposed major exterior

modifications. If the proposed work does not fall within the categories as set forth in
Sections 12.501 or 12.502.A, then the proposed work shall be considered a major exterior

modification. Major exterior modifications include, but are not limited to, the following
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1 work performed on the primary facade(s) of the principal building or structure or where
2 such a projection of the work would be visible from a street measured by a straight line of
3 sight perpendicular to the primary fagade(s) that is visible from a street and any building
4 plane that connects the primary fagade and the projecting plane that is visible from a
5 Stredt:
6 a Demolition of principal structure.
7 b Additions.
8 C. Attached garages.
9 d New primary facades.
10 e Roofs: Any work that will result in a change in height or pitch; or use of material
11 other than asphalt, wood or original material.
12
13 Section 12.503. Certificate of Appropriateness Application and Procedure.
14 (Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
15
16 A. An application for a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be on a form provided by the
17 Department and shall be submitted to the Department. A filing fee may be required as identified
18 in the User-Fee, License & Fine Schedule. (K.C. #4)
19 B The Director shall determine whether or not the proposed work is minor or major, in accordance
20 with Section 12.502. The Director shall review any work not listed in Sections 12.501 and
21 12.502 to determine whether a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required and what type of
22 review isrequired. An appeal of the Director’s decision shall be made in accordance with the
23 procedures described in Section 12.507.
24 C If the proposed work is not identified in Section 12.501 (Certificate of Appropriateness — Not
25 Required) or Section 12.502.A (Certificate of Appropriateness —Minor Exterior Modification) as
26 set forth above, then the proposed work shall be considered a major exterior modification and the
27 consideration of the Certificate of Appropriateness shall be by the Board asfollows: (K.C. #5)
28 1 Within thirty (30) days from the receipt by the Department of a complete application for
29 a Certificate of Appropriateness, the Board shall schedule a public hearing on the
30 application, such hearing shall be held not more than sixty (60) days after such receipt.
31 2 Notice of the required public hearing on a Certificate of Appropriateness application shall
32 be published in accordance with Section 28.12.010.F of the Municipal Code.
33 3 Failure to provide any form of courtesy notice that is not required by State law or any
34 defect in such courtesy notice does not invalidate, impair, or otherwise affect any
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application, public hearing or decision rendered in respect to the matter under
consideration.

During the public hearing, the Board shall review and evaluate the application according
to the criteria set forth in Section 12.504 and 12.505. A simple majority vote of the
Board shall be necessary for the approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness.

The Board shall notify the applicant of its decision in writing within fifteen (15) days of
the date of the hearing. If approved, the Director shall issue the Certificate of
Appropriateness. |f denied, the notice shall state the reasons for such denial.

The Certificate of Appropriateness shall remain valid for one year or until a building
permit isissued, whichever isless. If substantial changes to the plans submitted with the
application for the Certificate of Appropriateness are required, a new Certificate of
Appropriateness shall be required.

Applicant(s) denied the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness may appeal the
decision of the Board to the Council as provided by Section 12.506 or apply for a
Cetificate of Economic Hardship as provided by Section 12.600. Either application must
be completed within thirty (30) days from the date of mailing of the notice of the decision
of the Board.

All permits involving the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be subject to a
Certificate of Appropriateness compliance inspection. Such inspection shall be

completed by the Department prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.504. Reviewing Criteria for Certificate of Appropriateness.

In making a determination whether to approve or deny an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness
the Board shall be guided by the Secretary of the Interior’s “ Standards for Rehabilitation,” as follows:

A.

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 environment;
The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be
avoided;

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;

Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
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in their own right shall be retained and preserved;

Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize a
building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity;

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match
theold in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities, and, where possible materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence;

Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of the structures, if appropriate, shall be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible;

Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken,;
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the
old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment;

New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a
manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic

property and its environment would be unimpaired.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.505. Design Guiddines for a Certificate of Appropriateness.

Design guidelines for applying the criteria for review of Certificates of Appropriateness shall at a

minimum, consider the following architectural criteria:

A.

Height - the height of any proposed alteration or construction should be compatible with the style
and character of the landmark and with surrounding structuresin a historic district;

Proportions of Windows and Doors - The proportions and relationships between doors and
windows should be compatible with the architectural style and character of the landmark;
Relationship of Building Masses and Spaces - Therelationship of a structure within a historic
district to the open space between it and adjoining structures should be compatible;

Roof Shape - The design of the roof, fascia, and cornice should be compatible with the
architectural style and character of the landmark;
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Scale - The scale of the structure after alteration, construction, or partial demolition should be
compatible with its architectural style and character and with surrounding structuresin a historic
district;

Directional Expression - Facades in historic districts should blend with other structures with
regard to directional expression. Structuresin a historic district should be compatible with the
dominant horizontal or vertical expression of surrounding structures. Directional expression of a
landmark after alteration, construction, or partial demolition should be compatible with its
original architectural style and character;

Architectural Details - Architectural details including types of materials, colors, and textures
should betreated so as to make the landmark compatible with its original architectural styleand
character of alandmark or historic district;

New Structures - New structuresin a historic district shall be compatible with the architectural

styles and design in said districts.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.506. Appeal of Denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness.

A.

When a minor Certificate of Appropriatenessis denied for either alandmark or a structure within
a historic district, the applicant may, within thirty (30) days of the date of the decision, appeal the
Director’ s decision to the Board. Notice of such appeal shall bein writing to the Director, who
shall notify the Board. The Department shall prepare the record and forward it to the Board. The
Board shall consider the findings of fact of the Director and shall determine whether the
Certificate of Appropriateness should be approved or denied.

When a mgjor Certificate of Appropriatenessis denied for either alandmark or a structure within
a historic district, the applicant may, within thirty (30) days, appeal the Board' s decision to the
Council. Notice of such appeal shall beinwriting to the Village Manager, who shall notify the
Department. The Department shall prepare the record and forward it to the Council. The Council
may receive comments on the contents of the record but no new material may be considered by
the Council. The Council may affirm or overturn the decision and may also send the application
back to the Board with recommended changes. Decisions of the Council shall constitute final

administrative decisions subject to administrative review as provided by State law.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.507. Appeal of a Director’s Decision.
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The Board is authorized to hear and decide appeals whereit is alleged there has been an error in
any order, requirement, decision or determination made by the Director in the administration,
interpretation or enforcement of this Ordinance.

Appesals of the Director’s decisions may befiled by any person aggrieved by the Director’s
decision or action. The Board is authorized to make determinations about whether individuals
filing appeals are “ aggrieved” by the decision or action.

Complete applications for appeals of the Director’s decisions must be filed with the Director.
Appeals of the Director’s decisions must be filed within 30 days of the date of the decision being
appealed.

Thefiling of a complete notice of appeal stays all proceedings in furtherance of the action
appealed, unless the Director certifies to the Board, after the appeal is filed, that, because of facts
stated in the certification, a stay would cause immediate peril to life or property, in which case the
proceedings will not be stayed unless by arestraining order, which may be granted by the Board
or by a court of record based on due cause shown.

Upon receipt of a complete application of appeal, the Director whose decision is being appealed
must transmit to the Board all papers constituting the record upon which the action appealed is
taken.

The Board must hold a public hearing on the appeal within sixty (60) days of the date that the
appealed isfiled.

Within forty-five (45) days of the close of the public hearing, the Board must take action on the
appeal. The Board' s decision must be in writing and be supported by written findings of fact.

In exercising the appeal power, the Board has all the powers of the Director from whom the
appeal istaken. The Board may affirm or may, upon the concurring vote of at least four (4)
members, reverse, wholly or in part, or modify the decision being appeal ed.

In acting on the appeal, the Board must grant to the Director’ s decision a presumption of
correctness, placing the burden of persuasion of error on the appellant.

All decisions of the Board shall constitute final administrative decisions subject to administrative
review as provided by State law.

An appeal may be sustained only if the Board finds that the Director erred.

Page 16 of 22



MOT 2015-6572 Page 36 of 119

Downers Grove Municipal Code

1  Section 12.600. Certificate of Economic Hardship. (K.C. #6)

2 A Following denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness by the Board or by the Council on appeal,
3 the owner(s) of record or designated representative may apply for a Certificate of Economic
4 Hardship by submitting to the Board a completed application for a Certificate of Economic
5 Hardship.
6 B. Within thirty (30) days of the receipt by the Department of a complete application for a
7 Certificate of Economic Hardship, the Board shall schedule a public hearing on the application,
8 said hearing to be held no more than sixty (60) days after such receipt.
9 1 Notice of the required public hearing on a Certificate of Economic Hardship shall be
10 published in accordance with Section 28.12.010.F of the Municipal Code.
11 2. Failureto provide any form of courtesy notice that is not required by State law or any
12 defect in such courtesy notice does not invalidate, impair, or otherwise affect any
13 application, public hearing or decision rendered in respect to the matter under
14 consideration.
15 3. At the public hearing, the Board shall take testimony presented by the owner(s) of record
16 and any other interested parties concerning the effect of the proposed ateration,
17 construction, rd ocation or demolition of alandmark or reocation or demolition of a
18 contributing or significant building, structure or improvement within a historic district
19 based upon the criteria set forth in Sections 12.600.C and 12.600.D of this Chapter.

20 C. Standards For Board Decision And Factors To Be Considered:

21 1 The Board shall issue a Certificate of Economic Hardship only if the Board finds that the
22 subject property cannot be put to any reasonably beneficial use or that the owner(s) of

23 record/applicant will suffer a substantial economic loss thereon without the alteration,

24 construction, relocation or demolition being sought by the owner(s) of record/applicant
25 and that the owner(s) of record/applicant is not responsiblein any way for

26 the hardship from which he or she is seeking rdief. The factors to be considered by the
27 Board and the Council on the issue of economic hardship shall include, but are not

28 limited to, the following:

29 a A substantial decreasein the fair market value of the property as aresult of the
30 denial of the Certificate of Appropriateness;
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b. A substantial decreasein the pretax or after-tax return to owner(s) of record or
other investorsin the property as aresult of the denial of the Certificate of

Appropriateness,

C. The cost of the proposed construction, alteration, relocation or demolition, and an
estimate of any additional cost that would be incurred to comply with the
recommendations of the Board for changes necessary for the issuance of a

Certificate of Appropriateness;

d. The structural soundness of any structures on the property and their suitability for
rehabilitation;
e The economic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure or

improvement on the property in the case of a proposed demolition;

f. The owner(s) of record/applicant's purchase of the subject property after a
Council resolution designating the property as a landmark or a contributing or
significant structure within a historic district without making said purchase
contingent upon the owner(s) of record/applicant first obtaining necessary
Council and/or Board approvals under this Ordinance shall be deemed to be
conclusive evidence of thefact that the applicant is responsible for his or her

own economic hardship, if any.

The Board may solicit expert testimony. The owner(s) of record/applicant may be required to
submit evidence at the hearing to support any of the factors, including those listed above, which
the owner(s) of record/applicant believes to have contributed to the economic hardship which the
applicant alleges he or she would suffer if the owner(s) of record/applicant is not granted a
Certificate of Appropriateness. Specific information and documentation which should be
presented by the owner(s) of record/applicant as competent evidence at the hearing shall include,

but not be limited to, the following:

1 The amount paid for the property, the date of purchase and the party from whom the
property was purchased (including description of the relationship, if any, between the

owner(s) of record and the person from whom the property was purchased);

2. The assessed value of the land and improvements thereon according to the two (2) most

recent assessments;
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3. Real estate taxes for the previous two (2) years,

4, Remaining balance on mortgage, if any, and annual debt service, if any, for the previous
two (2) years,

5. All appraisals obtained within the previous two (2) years by the owner(s) of
record/applicant in connection with his purchase, financing or ownership of the property;

6. Any listing of the property for sale or rent, price asked and offers received, if any;

7. Any consideration by the owner(s) of record/applicant as to profitable adaptive uses for
the property;

8. If the property isincome-producing, the annual gross income from the property for the
previous two (2) years, itemized operating and mai ntenance expenses for the previous
two (2) years, and annual cash flow, if any, during the same period;

9. Any executed construction agreements or proposals;

10. Engineering or architectural reports on the structural integrity of the building or structure
upon which work is being proposed;

11. Any other rdevant information, including, without limitation, income tax bracket of the
owner(s) of record/applicant or principal investorsin the landmark or property in the
designated historic district, reasonably necessary for a determination as to whether the
building can be reasonably sold or yield a reasonable return to present or future owners;

12. In the event that any of the required information is not reasonably available to the
owner(s) of record/applicant and cannot be obtained by the owner(s) of record/applicant,
the owner(s) of record/applicant shall provide to the Board a statement of the information
which cannot be obtained and describe the reasons why such information cannot be
obtained.

E. Issuance or Denial of Certificate Of Economic Hardship
1 If the Board finds that the owner(s) of record/applicant has not established that the

owner(s) of record/applicant will suffer a demonstrable economic hardship as a result of
the denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness, then the Board shall deny the owner(s) of
record's/applicant’ s application for a Certificate of Economic Hardship.
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2. If the Board makes an initial determination that the owner(s) of record/applicant has
presented a case which may establish that without approval of the proposed work all
reasonable use of, or return from, alandmark or contributing or significant building,
structure, or improvement within a historic district will be denied an owner(s) of
record/applicant, but the Board finds that reasonable alternatives may exist which should
be addressed by the owner(s) of record/applicant, then the application shall be delayed for

a period of no more than sixty (60) days following the finding.

During this period of delay, the Board shall investigate plans and make recommendations
to the Council to allow for areasonably beneficial use or a reasonable economic return,
or to otherwise preserve the landmark or property within the historic district. Such plans
and recommendations may include, without limitation, a relaxation of the provisions of

this Ordinance, financial assistance, or other appropriate relief.

If, at the end of this sixty (60) day period, after reviewing its initial finding and its
subsequent proposals and the owner(s) of record’ s/applicant's response thereto, the Board
finds that without approval of the proposed work the property cannot be put to any
reasonabl e use or the owner(s) of record/applicant cannot obtain a reasonable

economic return therefrom, then the Board shall issue a Certificate of Economic Hardship
approving the proposed work. If the Board finds otherwise, it shall deny the application
for a Certificate of Economic Hardship. The Board shall notify the applicant of its

decision in writing within fifteen (15) days of the date of the decision.

3. The Certificate of Economic Hardship shall remain valid for one year or until a building
permit isissued, whichever isless. If substantial changes to the plans submitted with the
application for a Certificate of Economic Hardship arerequired, a new certificate shall be
required.

When a Certificate of Economic Hardship is denied for either a landmark or a contributing or
significant building within a historic district, structure or improvement within a historic district,
the applicant may, within thirty (30) days of the date of the decision, appeal the Board' s decision
to the Council. Notice of such appeal shall bein writing to the Village Manager, who shall notify
notify the Department. The Department shall prepare the record and forward it to the Council.
The Council may receive comments on the contents of the record but no new material may be
considered by the Council. The Council may affirm or overturn the decision and may also send

the application back to the Board with recommended changes. Decisions of the Council shall

Page 20 of 22



MOT 2015-6572 Page 40 of 119

Downers Grove Municipal Code

constitute final administrative decisions subject to administrative review as provided by State

2 law.
3
4  Section 12.700. Remedying of Dangerous Conditions
5 A. In the event that a condition on alandmark or contributing or significant building, structure or site
6 located within a historic district or on a building, structure or site designated as a landmark,
7 presents an imminent danger to the public health, safety, or welfare or requires immediate
8 construction, reconstruction, repair, alteration, or demolition as ordered by a court of competent
9 jurisdiction or as determined by a representative of the Village, then such work may be performed
10 without a Certificate of Appropriateness. Work performed under such circumstances shall be the
11 minimum necessary in order to render the improvement safe, after which any additional
12 construction, reconstruction, alteration or demolition shall be processed in accordance with the
13 provisions of Section 12.500 of this Chapter.
14 B. Under the circumstances described in Section 12.700.A, the owner(s) of record of the property
15 shall notify the Director in writing prior to performing the work necessary to make the property
16 safe. If advance notification is not practical due to the emergency nature of the situation, the
17 owner(s) of record shall provide written notification to the Director within seven (7) calendar
18 days of commencement of such work. In either case, the written notice shall include the
19 following:
20 1 A detailed description of the dangerous condition in question;
21 2. The timeframe needed to complete the work; and
22 3. The specific actions to be taken in the performance of such work.
23
24 Section 12.800. Demolition by Natural Causes (K.C. #8)
25 A For the purposes of this Section, natural demolition shall occur when a landmark or a contributing
26 or significant building located within a historic district is damaged by fire, explosion or other
27 casualty or act of God as defined in Section 28.15.040 of the Municipal Code.
28 B. In the case of demolition by natural causes of all or part of alandmark or a contributing or
29 significant building located within a historic district, the owner(s) of record shall obtain a
30 Certificate of Appropriateness prior to the reconstruction when required under the provisions of
31 this Ordinance,
32

33 Section 12.900. Penalties.

34 A Demolition occurring under the provisions of Sections 12.700 and 12.800 of this Chapter shall
Page 21 of 22
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not be considered illegal demolition for the purposes of this Ordinance, provided that the Director
is properly notified in writing as provided in Sections 12.700.B and 12.800.B of this Chapter.

It shall be unlawful to demolish any portion of any landmark or contributing or significant
building structure, improvement or site located within a historic district unless specifically
permitted through a Certificate of Appropriateness issued for that property.

It shall be unlawful to complete any construction or alteration to any landmark or contributing or
significant building, structure, improvement or site located within a historic district unless
specifically permitted through the Certificate of Appropriateness provisions in Sections 12.501 or
12.502 of this Chapter.

Any person who violates any provision of this Ordinance shall be guilty of an offense subject to
the general penalties for ordinance violations pursuant to Section 1.15 of the Downers Grove
Municipal Code.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
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Chapter 12

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Sections:

12.100. Findings.

12.200. Definitions.

12.300. L andmar ks Besighation-Precedures:

12.301. Landmark Designation Procedur es.

12.460302. Landmark Designation Criteria.

12.400 Historic Districts.

12.5606401. Historic District Designation Procedures.

12.6606402. Historic District Criteria.

12.600ART500. Certificate of Appropriateness (COA).
12.760501. Certificate of Appropriateness Not Required.

12.502 Certificate of Appropriateness — Required.

12.503 Certificate of Appropriateness Application and Procedure.
12.763504. Reviewing Criteriafor Certificate of Appropriateness.
12.704505. Design Guidelinesfor a Certificate of Appropriateness.
12.705506. Appeal of Denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness.
12.507 Appeal of an Administrative Decision.

12.600 Certificate of Economic Hardship.

12.700 Remedying of Danger ous Conditions.

12.800 Demolition by Natural Causes.

12.766900. Penalties.

Section 12.100. Findings.

The purpose of this ordinanceis to promote the protection, enhancement, perpetuation, and use of

improvements of special character or historical interest or valuein the Village of Downers Grove by:

Page 1 of 27
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1 l. Providing a mechanism to identify and preserve the historic and architectural characteristics
2 of the Village which represent elements of the Village's cultural, social, economic, political and
3 architectural history;
4 . Promoting civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past as represented in
5 the Village' s landmarks and historic districts;
6 . Stabilizing and improving the economic vitality and value of Downers Grove's landmarks
7 and historic aress,
8 V. Protecting and enhancing the attractiveness of the Village to home buyers, visitors and
9 shoppers and thereby supporting business, commerce, industry, and providing economic benefit

10 to the Village;

11 V.  Fostering and encouraging preservation and restoration of structures, areas, and

12 neighborhoods and thereby preventing future urban blight;

13 VI. Encouraging the completion of historic building surveys to identify buildings, structures and

14 sites that are potential landmarks or potential historic districts which may contain potential

15 contributing, potential hon-contributing or potential significant buildings; -

16 V=VIL. Implementing the policies and goals contained within the Comprehensive Plan and other

17 officially adopted plans of the Village. (K.C. #7)

18  (Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

19

20

21 Section 12.200. Definitions. (K.C.#3)

22 For the purposes of this Chapter, the following words and phrases shall have the meanings ascribed to

23  themasfollows. Words that are not expressly defined in Chapter 1 of the Municipal Code or this Historic

24  Historic Preservation Ordinance have the meaning given in the latest edition of Merriam-Webster’s

25  Unabridged Dictionary.:

26

27  Addition. Any act or process which changes one or more of the exterior architectural features of a

28 structure by adding to, joining with or increasing the size or capacity of the structure.

29  Alteration. Any act or process that changes one or more of the exterior architectural features of a

30 structure, including, but not limited to, the erection, construction, reconstruction, or remeval-

31 relocation of any structure.

32

33

34  Architectural Integrity. The authenticity of abuilding or structurée s historic identity, evidenced by the
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1 survival of physical characteristics that existed during the building or structure's historic period.
2 Board. The Downers Grove Architectural Design Review Board.
3 Building. Any structure enclesed-with walls-and-a permanent roof, separated on all sides from adjacent
4 open areas by walls, built for ereated-for-the suppert-shelter or enclosure of persons, antrals-
5 animals, personal property, or property of any kind-and-which-ispermanently-affixed-tothetand.
6  Building Survey. A written report conducted by an Ilinois licensed architect or other qualified third party
7 professional identifying at a minimum the architectural style, historical status and condition of all
8 structures and properties within a proposed historic district.
9  Certificate of Appropriateness. A certificate issued by the Board pursuant to Section 12-7606-.500 of this
10 this Chapter.
11  Certificate of Economic Hardship. A certificate issued by the Board pursuant to Section 12.600 of this
12 Chapter authorizing an addition, alteration, construction, relocation or demolition even though a
13 Certificate of Appropriateness has previously been denied.
14  Construction. The act of adding an addition to an existing structure or the erection of a new principal or
15 accessory structure on a lot or property.-
16  Contributing Building. A building, site or structurethat is part of ahistoric district that is at least fifty
17 (50) years old and possesses a moderate to good degree of architectural integrity of location,
18 setting, feeling and association and a majority of its architectural features and elements as
19 designated by resolution of the Council.
20  Council. TheVillage Council of the Village of Downers Grove.
21  Demolition. Any act or process that destroys in part or in whole a building, structure or accessory
22 structure, excluding demolition associated with routine maintenance and repair .-
23 Department. The Department of Community Development.
24  Design Guideline. A standard of appropriate activity that will preserve the historic and architectural
25 character of a structure or area.
26  Director. The Director of the Department of Community Development.
27  Exterior Architectural Appearance/Feature. The architectural character and style and general
28 composition of the exterior of a structure, including, but not limited to, the kind, eeler-and the-
29 texture of the building material and the type, design and character of all windows, doors, light
30 fixtures, signs, and other appurtenant elements.
31 Exterior Modification. Any alteration, addition, construction, demolition, rehabilitation, remeval-
32 relocation or repair.
33 Facade, Primary. The portion of the facade that abuts or is nearest to a street yard and is visiblefrom a
34 street.
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Facade, Rear. The portion of the facade that abuts or is nearest to arear yard and is not a primary or

secondary facade.

Facade, Secondary. The portion of afacade that abutsor is nearest to a side yard and abuts a primary

facade.
Historic District. A contiguous historic district or a thematic historic district. A-specific-geographicarea-

Historic District, Contiguous. A specific geographic area contai ning two (2) or more contiguous

properties designated by resolution of the Council.

Historic District, Thematic. An area designated as a ‘ thematic historic district’ by resolution of the

Council composed of two (2) or more definable significant geographical areas, or properties, that

are spatially discrete from one another or from other areas, or properties, and not part of an
established “ contiguous historic district” as defined elsewherein this Ordinance. A thematic

district is organized by ‘context’ or ‘property type.’” The context could be historic events,

significant persons (such as an architect), or architectural style or characteristic. The property

type of agroup of buildings or structures included in such a district would be common physical

and associative attributes (such as ranch style and residential). (K.C. #11)

In-kind. The repair or replacement of existing materials or features using the same material type, design,

dimension, texture, detailing and exterior appearance.

Landmark. Any building, structure or site which has been designated as a landmark by resolution of the
MlegeCouncil-a e —resormmendatienbythe Beasd,
National Register Landmark. A building, structure or site that is listed in the National Register of

Historic Places.

Non-Contributing Building. A building, structure or sitethat is part of a historic district that has not been

designated as a contributing or significant building by resolution of the Council.

Owner Consent Form. A form provided by the Village identifying the owner(s) of record and their
consent to landmark or historic district designation.

Owner(s) of Record. The person(s), corporation, or other legal entity listed on the records of the County
Recorder of Deeds.

Potential Contributing Building. A building, site or structure that was identified in a building survey that

is at least fifty (50) years old and possesses a moderate to good degree of integrity and a majority

of its architectural features and elements.

Potential Historic District. A specific geographic area containing two (2) or more contiguous properties

(“contiguous historic district”) or an area composed of two (2) or more definabl e significant

Page 4 of 27
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1 geographical areas, or properties, that are spatially discrete from one another or from other areas
2 (“thematic historic district”), or properties that have been identified in a building survey as
3 possessing characteristics that could qualify the area as a contiguous historic district or athematic
4 historic district.
5  Potential Landmark. Any building, structure or site which has been identified in a building survey that
6 may meet the requirements to be a landmark.
7  Potential Non-Contributing Building. A building, structure or site that was identified in a building survey
8 survey which may be part of a historic district but does not possess individual historic,
9 architectural, archaeological significance, or architectural integrity that would not qualify as a
10 potential contributing building or a potential significant building.
11 Potential Sgnificant Building. A building, site or structure that was identified in a building survey that is
12 at least fifty (50) years old and possesses a high majority of its architectural features and el ements
13 typical toits form and style and a high degree of integrity of |ocation, setting, feeling and
14 association.
15 Rehabilitation. The process of returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or ateration of the
16 exterior of the property, which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving
17 those portions and features of the property which are significant to its historic, architectural and
18 cultural values.
19 Remeoval—Relocation. Any relocation of a structure on its site or to another site.
20 Repair. Any external change that does not require a building permit or that is not construction, remeval-
21 relocation or ateration.
22  Sonificant Building. A building, site or structurethat is at least fifty (50) years old and possesses a high
23 majority of its architectural features and elements typical to its form and style and a high degree
24 of integrity of location, setting, feeling and association as designated by resolution of the Council.
25  Sreet. For the purpose of this Ordinance only, a private or public thoroughfare, including road, highway,
26 drive, lane, avenue, place, boulevard and any other thoroughfare (excluding alleys) that affords
27 the principal means of accessto a property.
28  Sructure. Anything constructed or erected, the use of which requires permanent or temporary location on
29 or in the ground, including, but not limited to buildings, fences, gazebos, advertising signs,
30 backstops for tennis courts, radio and television antennae, including supporting towers,
31 swimming pools, satellite dishes, solar pands and wind generation devices.
32  Sructural Change. Any change or repair in the supporting members of a building, structure, roof or
33 exterior walls or which would expand, reduce, or otherwise substantially modify the building in
34 height, width or bulk.
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1  Yard, Rear. See Section 28.15.280 of the Municipal Code
2  Yard, Sde See Section 28.15.280 of the Municipal Code
3  Yard, Strreet. See Section 28.15.280 of the Municipal Code
4
5
6  (Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
7
8  Section 12.300. Landmarks.
9  Section 12.301. Landmark Designation Procedures. (K.C. #4, #9)
10 A1 Anapplication for landmark designation may be submitted by any-Haterested-party-or-by-the
11 owner(s) of record of the property on which the proposed landmark is located or the owner of
12 record's authorized representative. A filing fee may be providedfor-by-administrative regulation-
13 regulation—required as identified in the User-Fee, License and Fine Schedule.
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29 3B. A complete application for landmark designation must be filed with the Department. An
30 application for landmark designation shall be deemed to be complete only if the application is
31 accompanied by an owner consent form containing the signatures of al owners of record of a
32 property on which the proposed landmark is located.
33
34 C From the date that a complete application for landmark designation isfiled to the date that the

Page 6 of 27



MOT 2015-6572

© 00 N o 0o b~ W N e

[
= O

NNNNRE R RRRR R R
NFPOOWONOUNWN

W W W W N N N DN DN NN
W N PP O © 0 N O O A W

X8 &R

Downers Grove Municipal Code

application is granted, denied or expires, whichever comesfirst, no exterior architectural feature

of the proposed landmark may undergo alteration, construction, or demolition if such alteration,

construction, or demolition would be subject to the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness

pursuant to the provisions of Section 12.500 after designation. Nothing in this paragraph shall

prohibit any work that would not be subject to the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness or

any work that is necessary to prevent or correct an imminently dangerous or hazardous condition
as described in Section 12.700. (K.C. #10)

Within thirty (30) days of the receipt by the Department of a completed application for landmark
designation, the Board shall schedule a public hearing on the application, said hearing te-shall be
held no more than sixty (60) days after such receipt. (K.C. #5)

la Notice of the required public hearing on a landmark application shall be published in

accordance with Sectlon 28 12. 010 F of the Mun| cipal Code Net—las%hanﬂ#een{—l%)—

2. Failureto provide any form of courtesy noticethat is not required by Statelaw or any

defect in such courtesy notice does not invalidate, impair, or otherwise affect any

application, public hearing or decision rendered in respect to the matter under

consideration.

3. During the public hearing, the Board shall review and evaluate the application according

to the criteria set forth in Section 12.400302. A majority vote of the Board shall be
necessary to make a recommendation to the Council regarding the application.

€4. Within thirty (30) days following the date of the closing of the public hearing, the Board
shall prepare its written evaluation, recommendation and all available information for
submission to the Council. Within ninety (90) days of receipt of the Board' s findings and

and recommendation, the Council may act to approve or deny the landmark application.

A resolution passed by majority vote of the Council is necessary for approval of a
landmark. If the Council approves or denies the application, a notice shall be sent to the

property owner(s) of record via certified mail-te-the Department-of Community-
Development, and filed with to-the Village Clerk’s office.
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5. If the Council approves the application, the Village shall:
a. FheVillage-within-thirty-(30)-days-of- the appreval,shalt eCause the approved
landmark designation to be recorded with the County Recorder of Deeds within thirty
(30) days.
b. Place such designation on the Village's official Zoning Map.
6.

If the Council denies the application, such denial shall constitute a final administrative

decision subject to review-administrativelyadministrative review as provided by-by State
law. If an application is denied, the owner(s) of record may not reapply for landmark

status for the same property for two (2) years from the date of the denial by the Council.

A

Landmark designation may be amended or rescinded by the same procedure and

according to the same criteria set forth herein for designation.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.400302. Landmark Designation Criteria.

Thefollowing criteria shall be utilized by the Board in determining the designation of landmarks:

A. The proposed landmark is either over fifty (50) years old, in whole or in part or is under fifty (50)
years of age and possesses exceptional importance such as might be recognized immediately for
its reflection of an extraordinary political event or architectural innovation; and

B. That one or more of the following conditions exist:

1

The property is a Ssignificant value as part of the historic, heritage or cultural

characteristics of the community, county, State or Nation;
——b——The property was owned or occupied by {dentification-with-a person or

persons whe-significantly-contributedto-the development-of-of historic significance to the

community, county, State or Nation;

——€3.- The property Rrepresentatives ef-the distinguishing characteristics of an

architecturale inherenthy-valuable for-the study-of-a-period, style, type, method of

construction or use of indigenous materials;

——d4. The property represents Nnotable work of a master builder, designer, architect or
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artist whose individual work has influenced the development of the community, county,
State or Nation;

—¢5.-  AnaAreathat has yielded or may belikely to yield, information important in
history or prehistory;-
——H6.- A source of civic pride or identity for the community-; or

7. The property isincluded in the National Reqgister of Historic Places.
(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.4500. Historic Districts.

Section 12.401. Historic District Designation Procedures. (K.C. #4, #9)

A1. _ Anapplication for the designation of an historic district may be submitted by any-terested-party
property owners of record within a -proposed historic district or an authorized representative of a
property owners of record within a proposed historic district. A filing fee may be provided-for-by-
by-administrativeregalationrequired as identified in the User-Fee, License & Fine Schedule.

B. 2—A complete application for designation of a historic district must be filed with the Department.

Department. An application for historic district designation shall be deemed to be complete only

if the application is accompanied by:

1. Anowner consent form containing the signatures of one hundred percent (100%) of all

owners of record of the properties within the proposed historic district. For condominium

condominium developments, an affirmative vote of the condominium board shall be

considered as owner consent for the condominium devel opment.

2. A written statement by the owner(s) of record included on the owner consent form

indicating that they have received copies of this Ordinance and acknowledge its

requirements.
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From the date that a complete application for a historic district designation isfiled to the date that

the application is granted, denied or expires, whichever comes first, no exterior architectural

feature of any building within the proposed historic district may undergo alteration, construction,

or demoalition if such alteration, construction, or demolition would be subject to the issuance of a

Certificate of Appropriateness pursuant to the provisions of Section 12.500 after designation.

Nothing in this paragraph shall prohibit any work that would not be subject to the issuance of a

Certificate of Appropriateness or any work that is necessary to prevent or correct an imminently
dangerous or hazardous condition as described in Section 12.700. (K.C. #10)
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D4. _ TheBoard shall, within thirty (30) days of the of the receipt by the Department of a complete

application pretminary-determination,-schedul e a public hearing on the application, said hearing

to be held no more than sixty (60) days after the date-of-the preliminary-determinationsuch
receipt. (K.C. #5)

la

Notice of therequired public hearing on a historic district application shall be published
in accordance with Section 28.12.010.F of the Municipal Code. Net-tessthan-fifteen(15)

Nnor-morethan th A\Wa aldla N-thadatan N hearina No aVa\illalaida me
| \/ Cay | O S Ot—Cict

Failure to provide any form of courtesy notice that is not required by State law or any

defect in such courtesy notice does not invalidate, impair, or otherwise affect any

application, public hearing or decision rendered in respect to the matter under

consideration.

During the public hearing, the Board shall review and evaluate the application according
to the criteria established by Section 12.660402. A majority vote of the Board shall be
necessary to make a recommendation to the Council regarding the application.

Within thirty (30) days following the date of the closing of the public hearing, the Board
shall prepare its written evaluation, recommendation and all available information for
submission to the Council._Within ninety (90) days of receipt of the Board' s findings and

and recommendation, the Council may act to approve or deny the historic district

application. A resolution passed by majority vote of the Council is necessary for
approval of an historic district. If the Council approves or denies the application, a notice
notice shall be sent to the property owner(s) of record via certified mail_and —\A/itten

Page 11 of 27

Page 52 of 119



MOT 2015-6572

© 00 N o 0o b~ W N e

N NN B R R R R R R R R R
N B O © 0 N O U0 h W N B O

N N
A W

gwwwwmmmmm
W N P O © 00 N o o

Downers Grove Municipal Code

and-filed with the Village Clerk’s office.

5. If the Council approves the historic district application, the Village shall within thirty
(30) days:
a Cause the approved historic district designation to be recorded with the County
Recorder of Deeds; and
b. Place such historic district designation on the Village's official Zoning Map.
6. If the Council denies the historic district application, such denial shall constitute a final

administrative decision subject to administrative review as provided by Statelaw. If an

application is denied, the owner(s) of record may not reapply for historic district status

for two (2) years from the date of the denial by the Council.

He 7. Historic district designation may be amended or rescinded by the same

procedure and according to the same criteria set forth herein for designation.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.660402. Historic District Criteria. (K.C. #11)

Thefollowing criteria shall be utilized by the Board in determining the designation of historic districts:

A. No less than fifty-one percent (51%) of properties within the proposed historic district must be
ove fifty (50) years old; and
B. That one or more of the following conditions exists:

1

The proposed historic district has a sense of cohesiveness expressed through a similarity

or evolution of architectural style, time period, method of construction, or use of

indigenous materials that reflect a significant aspect of the architectural heritage of the

Village;
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2. Some architectural or land use characteristics are prevalent within the proposed historic

district in a manner which distinguishes it from the rest of the Village and whichiis
relevant to the historical development of the Village;

3. The proposed historic district establishes a sense of time and place unique to the Village;
or
4. The proposed historic district is listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Section 12.600ARF500. Certificate of Appropriateness (COA).

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.700501. Certificate of Appropriateness Not Required.- (K.C. #1, #2)

A Certificate of Appropriatenessis not required for the following items:

A. Secondary or Rear Facade: Any work (e.q. addition, demolition, alteration, change in material,

repair, or rehabilitation) performed on the secondary or rear facade of the principal building or

structure if such work will result in no change to the exterior architectural appearance or feature

of the building or structure that is visible from a street measured by a line of sight perpendicular

to the primary facade(s).

B. Detached garages: New detached garages or changes to existing detached garages, including

demolition (unless the garage has been deemed a landmark or significant building via resolution

by the Council).
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C. Rear vard improvements: Any accessory building or structure (e.g. shed, rear deck, rear porch,
patio or trelis) located behind the principal building or structure.

D. Driveways and sidewalks: new construction, repair or replacement.

E. Fences: Any fencealtered or constructed in compliance with fence regulations in Section
28.10.010 of the Municipa Code.

F. Reversible Appurtenances: air conditioning units, gutters, downspouts, antennas, satdlite dishes

and mail boxes.

G. Painting.
H. Landscaping.

.  Repairing damaged architectural featuresto their original state.

J.  Replacement of roof materials.

K. Routine maintenance and cleaning.

L. Instalation, repair or removal of storm doors.

M. Replacement of aluminum clad or vinyl clad windows not original to the structure or contributing

to the historic significance as defined in a Council resolution.

N. Replacement of aluminum or vinyl siding when associated with a structure not contributing to the

significance as defined in a Council resolution.

O. Signs and graphics.
(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.502 Certificate of Appropriateness. — Required (K.C. #2)
A Certificate of Appropriateness shall bereguired before any addition, alteration, construction,

demolition, rehabilitation, relocation or repair requiring a building permit from the Village that affects the

primary facade(s) exterior architectural features of any designated landmark, contributing building or

significant building within a historic district.

A. Certificate of Appropriateness —Minor Exterior Modification

1. The Director may issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for proposed minor exterior

modifications. Minor exterior modifications include the following work performed on

the primary facade(s) of the principal building or structure or where such a projection of

the work would be visible from a street measured by a straight line of sight perpendicular

to the primary facade(s):

a Doors: In-kind replacement with use of wood or original material.

b. Windows: I n-kind replacement with use of wood or aluminum clad wood.
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1 C. Exterior Building Materials. 1n-kind replacement of fifty percent (50%) or more
2 of the primary facade(s) with use of original material or fiber cement board in
3 place of wood.
4 ad. Porches: In-kind replacement in whole or replacement of porch columns with
5 use of wood, plaster or cement materials; porch flooring with use of wood or
6 composite decking materials; or other porch components with use of wood or
7 original material.
8 B. Certificate of Appropriateness— Major Exterior Modification
9 1 The Board may issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for proposed major exterior
10 modifications. If the proposed work does not fall within the categories as set forth in
11 Sections 12.501 or 12.502.A, then the proposed work shall be considered a major exterior
12 modification. Major exterior modifications include, but are not limited to, the following
13 work performed on the primary facade(s) of the principal building or structure or where
14 such a projection of the work would be visible from a street measured by a straight line of
15 sight perpendicular to the primary facade(s) that is visible from a street and any building
16 plane that connects the primary facade and the projecting plane that is visible from a
17 street:
18 a Demoalition of principal structure.
19 b. Additions.
20 C. Attached garages.
21 d. New primary facades.
22 e Roofs: Any work that will result in a change in height or pitch; or use of material
23 other than asphalt, wood or original material.
24
25  Section 12.701503. Certificate of Appropriateness Application_and Procedure.-
26  (Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
27
28 A.  Anapplication for a Certificate of Appropriateness {COA)-shall be on aform provided by the
29 Department and shall be submitted to the Department. A filing fee may be required pursuantto-
30 administrativeregulationas identified in the User-Fee, License & Fine Schedule. Sueh-
31
32
33
34
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The Director shall determine whether or not the proposed work is minor or major, in accordance

with Section 12.502. The Director shall review any work not listed in Sections 12.501 and
12.502 to determine whether a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required and what type of

review isrequired. An appeal of the Director’s decision shall be made in accordance with the
procedures described in Section 12.507.
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2—If the proposed work_is not identified in Section 12.501 (Certificate of Appropriateness — Not
Required) or Section 12.502.A (Certificate of Appropriateness —Minor Exterior Modification)
i it i i ification-as set forth above, then the

proposed work shall be considered a major exterior modification and the consideration of the

Certificate of Appropriateness COA shall be by the Board as follows:_(K.C. #5)

——al..  Withinthirty (30) days from the receipt by the Birecter-Department of a
completed application for a Certificate of AppropriatenessCOA, the Board shall schedule

a public hearing on the application, such hearing shall be held not more than sixty (60)
days after such receipt.

2. Notice of therequired public hearing on a Certificate of Appropriateness application shall
be published in accordance with Section 28.12.010.F of the Municipal Code.
3. Failure to provide any form of courtesy noticethat is not required by Statelaw or any

defect in such courtesy notice does not invalidate, impair, or otherwise affect any

application, public hearing or decision rendered in respect to the matter under

consideration.

—e. During the public hearing, the Board shall review and evaluate the application according

to the criteria set forth in Section 12.5047063 and 12.764505. A simple majority vote of
the Board shall be necessary for the approval of a Certificate of AppropriatenesscOA.

5d. The Board shall notify the applicant of its decision in writing within fifteen (15) days of
the date of the hearing. If approved, the Director shall issue the Certificate of
AppropriatenessCOA. If denied, the notice shall state the reasons for such denial.

€6. The Certificate of AppropriatenessCOA shall remain valid for one year or until a building
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permit isissued, whichever isless. If substantial changes to the plans submitted with the

application for the Certificate of Appropriateness eertificate are required, a new
certificate Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required.

Applicant(s) denied the issuance of a Certificate of AppropriatenessCOA may appeal the
decision of the Board to the \{iHage-Council as provided by Section 12.506 or apply for a

Caertificate of Economic Hardship as provided by Section 12.600. Either application must

must be completed within thirty (30) days from the date of mailing of the notice of the

decision of the Board-asprevided-by-Section-12.705.
All permits involving the issuance of a Certificate of AppropriatenessCOA shall be

subject to a Certificate of AppropriatenessCOA compliance inspection. Such inspection

shall be completed by the Department ef-Cemmunity-Developmentprior to the issuance
of any Certificate of Occupancy.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.703504. Reviewing Criteria for Certificate of Appropriateness.

In making a determination whether to approve or deny an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness
{COA) the Board shall be guided by the Secretary of the Interior’s “ Standards for Rehabilitation,” as

follows:

aA.

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 environment;
The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be
avoided;

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;

Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
in their own right shall be retained and preserved;

Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize a
building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity;

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match
theold in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities, and, where possible materials.

Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
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pictorial evidence;

Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of the structures, if appropriate, shall be
be undertaken using the gentlest means possible;

Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken,;
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the
old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment;

New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a

manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic

property and its environment would be unimpaired.

(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.704505. Design Guidelines for a Certificate of Appropriateness.

Design guidelines for applying the criteria for review of Certificates of Appropriateness (COAs)-shall at a

minimum, consider the following architectural criteria:

Aa

Height - the height of any proposed alteration or construction should be compatible with
the style and character of the landmark and with surrounding structures in a historic
district;

Proportions of w\W\indows and Ddoors - The proportions and relationships between doors
and windows should be compatible with the architectural style and character of the
landmark;

Relationship of Building Masses and Spaces - The relationship of a structure within a
historic district to the open space between it and adjoining structures should be
compatible;

Roof Shape - The design of the roof, fascia, and cornice should be compatible with the

architectural style and character of the landmark;
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fE. Scale - The scale of the structure after alteration, construction, or partial demolition

should be compatible with its architectural style and character and with surrounding
structures in a historic district;

aF. Directional Expression - Facades in historic districts should blend with other structures
with regard to directional expression. Structuresin a historic district should be
compatible with the dominant horizontal or vertical expression of surrounding structures.
Directional expression of alandmark after alteration, construction, or partial demolition
should be compatible with its original architectural style and character;

hG.  Architectural Details - Architectural details including types of materials, colors, and
textures should be treated so as to make the landmark compatible with its original
architectural style and character of alandmark or historic district;

iH. New Structures - New structures in an historic district shall be compatible with the

architectural styles and design in said districts.
(Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)

Section 12.70506. Appeal of Denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness.

A. When aminor Certificate of Appropriateness is denied for either alandmark or a structure within

ahistoric district, the applicant may, within thirty (30) days of the date of the decision, appeal the

Director’s decision to the Board. Notice of such appeal shall bein writing to the Director, who

shall notify the Board. The Department shall prepare the record and forward it to the Board. The

The Board shall consider the findings of fact of the Director and shall determine whether the

Certificate of Appropriateness should be approved or denied.

A-B.  When amajor Certificate of Appropriateness (COA)-isdenied for either alandmark or a structure
within an historic district, the applicant may, within thirty (30) days, appeal the Board's decision
to the Council. Notice of such appeal shall bein writing to the Village Manager, who shall notify
notify the Department. The Department shall prepare the record and forward it to the Council.
The Council may receive comments on the contents of the record but no new material may be
considered by the Council. The Council may affirm or overturn the decision and may also send
the application back to the Board with recommended changes. Decisions of the Council shall
constitute final administrative decisions subject to administrative review as provided by State

law.
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1  (Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
2
3 Section 12.507. Appeal of a Director’s Decision.
4
5 A The Board is authorized to hear and decide appeals whereit is alleged there has been an error in
6 any order, requirement, decision or determination made by the Director in the administration,
7 interpretation or enforcement of this Ordinance.
8 B. Appesals of the Director’s decisions may befiled by any person aggrieved by the Director’s
9 decision or action. The Board is authorized to make determinations about whether individuals
10 filing appeals are “aggrieved” by the decision or action.
11 C Complete applications for appeals of the Director’s decisions must be filed with the Director.
12 D Appesals of the Director’s decisions must be filed within 30 days of the date of the decision being
13 appealed.
14 E Thefiling of a complete notice of appeal stays all proceedings in furtherance of the action
15 appealed, unless the Director certifies to the Board, after the appesal is filed, that, because of facts
16 stated in the certification, a stay would cause immediate peril to life or property, in which case the
17 proceedings will not be stayed unless by arestraining order, which may be granted by the Board
18 or by a court of record based on due cause shown.
19 E Upon receipt of a complete application of appeal, the Director whose decision is being appealed
20 must transmit to the Board all papers constituting the record upon which the action appealed is
21 taken.
2 G Notice of the required public hearing must be published in accordance with Section 28.12.010.F
23 of the Municipal Code.
24 H The Board must hold a public hearing on the appeal within sixty (60) days of the date that the
25 appealed isfiled.
26 | Within forty-five (45) days of the close of the public hearing, the Board must take action on the
27 appeal. The Board' s decision must be in writing and be supported by written findings of fact.
28 J In exercising the appeal power, the Board has all the powers of the Director from whom the
29 appeal is taken. The Board may affirm or may, upon the concurring vote of at least four (4)
30 members, reverse, wholly or in part, or modify the decision being appealed.
31 K In acting on the appeal, the Board must grant to the Director’s decision a presumption of
32 correctness, placing the burden of persuasion of error on the appellant.
33 L All decisions of the Board shall constitute final administrative decisions subject to administrative
34 review as provided by State law.
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1 M. An appeal may be sustained only if the Board finds that the Director erred.

2

3 Section 12.600. Certificate of Economic Hardship. (K.C. #6)

4

5 A Following denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness by the Board or by the Council on appeal,

6 the owner(s) of record or designated representative may apply for a Certificate of Economic

7 Hardship by submitting to the Board a completed application for a Certificate of Economic

8 Hardship.

9 B. Within thirty (30) days of the receipt by the Department of a complete application for a
10 Certificate of Economic Hardship, the Board shall schedule a public hearing on the application,
11 said hearing to be held no more than sixty (60) days after such receipt.
12 1 Notice of the required public hearing on a Certificate of Economic Hardship shall be
13 published in accordance with Section 28.12.010.F of the Municipal Code.
14 2. Failure to provide any form of courtesy notice that is not required by State law or any
15 defect in such courtesy notice does not invalidate, impair, or otherwise affect any
16 application, public hearing or decision rendered in respect to the matter under
17 consideration.
18 3. At the public hearing, the Board shall take testimony presented by the owner(s) of record
19 and any other interested parties concerning the effect of the proposed alteration,
20 construction, relocation or demolition of alandmark or relocation or demolition of a
21 contributing or significant building, structure or improvement within a historic district
22 based upon the criteria set forth in Sections 12.600.C and 12.600.D of this Chapter.
23 C. Standards For Board Decision And Factors To Be Considered:
24 1 The Board shall issue a Certificate of Economic Hardship only if the Board finds that the
25 subject property cannot be put to any reasonably beneficial use or that the owner(s) of
26 record/applicant will suffer a substantial economic loss thereon without the alteration,
27 construction, relocation or demolition being sought by the owner(s) of record/applicant
28 and that the owner(s) of record/applicant is not responsiblein any way for
29 the hardship from which he or she is seeking rdief. The factors to be considered by the
30 Board and the Council on the issue of economic hardship shall include, but are not
31 limited to, the following:
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a A substantial decreasein the fair market value of the property as aresult of the

denial of the Certificate of Appropriateness;

b. A substantial decreasein the pretax or after-tax return to owner(s) of record or

other investorsin the property as aresult of the denial of the Certificate of

Appropriateness;

C. The cost of the proposed construction, alteration, relocation or demolition, and an
estimate of any additional cost that would beincurred to comply with the

recommendations of the Board for changes necessary for theissuance of a

Certificate of Appropriateness;

d. The structural soundness of any structures on the property and their suitability for
rehabilitation;

e The economic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure or

improvement on the property in the case of a proposed demolition;

f. The owner(s) of record/applicant's purchase of the subject property after a

Council resolution designating the property as alandmark or a contributing or

significant structure within a historic district without making said purchase

contingent upon the owner(s) of record/applicant first obtaining necessary

Council and/or Board approvals under this Ordinance shall be deemed to be

conclusive evidence of thefact that the applicant is responsible for his or her

own economic hardship, if any.

The Board may solicit expert testimony. The owner(s) of record/applicant may be required to

submit evidence at the hearing to support any of the factors, including those listed above, which

the owner(s) of record/applicant believes to have contributed to the economic hardship which the

applicant alleges he or she would suffer if the owner(s) of record/applicant is not granted a

Certificate of Appropriateness. Specific information and documentation which should be

presented by the owner(s) of record/applicant as competent evidence at the hearing shall include,

but not be limited to, the following:

1. The amount paid for the property, the date of purchase and the party from whom the

property was purchased (including description of therelationship, if any, between the

owner(s) of record and the person from whom the property was purchased);
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2. The assessed value of the land and improvements thereon according to the two (2) most
recent assessments;

3. Real estate taxes for the previous two (2) years;

4. Remaining balance on mortgage, if any, and annual debt service, if any, for the previous
two (2) years,

5. All appraisals obtained within the previous two (2) years by the owner(s) of
record/applicant in connection with his purchase, financing or ownership of the property;

6. Any listing of the property for sale or rent, price asked and offers received, if any;

7. Any consideration by the owner(s) of record/applicant as to profitable adaptive uses for
the property;

8. If the property is income-producing, the annual gross income from the property for the
previous two (2) years, itemized operating and maintenance expenses for the previous
two (2) years, and annual cash flow, if any, during the same period;

9. Any executed construction agreements or proposals;

10. Engineering or architectural reports on the structural integrity of the building or structure
upon which work is being proposed;

11. Any other relevant information, including, without limitation, income tax bracket of the
owner(s) of record/applicant or principal investors in the landmark or property in the
designated historic district, reasonably necessary for a determination as to whether the
building can be reasonably sold or vield a reasonable return to present or future owners;

12. In the event that any of the required information is not reasonably available to the

owner(s) of record/applicant and cannot be obtained by the owner(s) of record/applicant,

the owner(s) of record/applicant shall provide to the Board a statement of the information

which cannot be obtained and describe the reasons why such information cannot be
obtained.

Issuance or Denial of Certificate Of Economic Hardship
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1. If the Board finds that the owner(s) of record/applicant has not established that the

owner(s) of record/applicant will suffer a demonstrable economic hardship as a result of

the denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness, then the Board shall deny the owner(s) of

record's/applicant’ s application for a Certificate of Economic Hardship.

2. If the Board makes an initial determination that the owner(s) of record/applicant has

presented a case which may establish that without approval of the proposed work all

reasonable use of, or return from, alandmark or contributing or significant building,

structure, or improvement within a historic district will be denied an owner(s) of

record/applicant, but the Board finds that reasonabl e alternatives may exist which should
be addressed by the owner(s) of record/applicant, then the application shall be delayed for

aperiod of no more than sixty (60) days following the finding.

During this period of delay, the Board shall investigate plans and make recommendations

to the Council to allow for areasonably beneficial use or areasonable economic return,

or to otherwise preserve the landmark or property within the historic district. Such plans

and recommendations may include, without limitation, arelaxation of the provisions of

this Ordinance, financial assistance, or other appropriate relief.

If, at the end of this sixty (60) day period, after reviewing its initia finding and its

subsequent proposals and the owner(s) of record’ S/applicant's response thereto, the Board

finds that without approval of the proposed work the property cannot be put to any

reasonable use or the owner(s) of record/applicant cannot obtain a reasonable

economic return therefrom, then the Board shall issue a Certificate of Economic Hardship

approving the proposed work. If the Board finds otherwise, it shall deny the application

for a Certificate of Economic Hardship. The Board shall notify the applicant of its

decision in writing within fifteen (15) days of the date of the decision.

3. The Certificate of Economic Hardship shall remain valid for one year or until a building

permit isissued, whichever isless. |If substantial changes to the plans submitted with the

application for a Certificate of Economic Hardship arerequired, a new certificate shall be

required.

When a Certificate of Economic Hardship is denied for either alandmark or a contributing or

significant building within a historic district, structure or improvement within a historic district,

the applicant may, within thirty (30) days of the date of the decision, appeal the Board' s decision

Page 25 of 27

Page 66 of 119



MOT 2015-6572

N oo o o WN P

© 00

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Downers Grove Municipal Code

to the Council. Notice of such appeal shall bein writing to the Village Manager, who shall notify

notify the Department. The Department shall prepare the record and forward it to the Council.

The Council may receive comments on the contents of the record but no new material may be

considered by the Council. The Council may affirm or overturn the decision and may also send

the application back to the Board with recommended changes. Decisions of the Council shall

constitute final administrative decisions subject to administrative review as provided by State

law.

Section 12.700. Remedying of Danger ous Conditions

A.

In the event that a condition on alandmark or contributing or significant building, structure or site

located within a historic district or on a building, structure or site designated as a landmark,

presents an imminent danger to the public health, safety, or welfare or requires immediate

construction, reconstruction, repair, alteration, or demolition as ordered by a court of competent

jurisdiction or as determined by arepresentative of the Village, then such work may be performed

without a Certificate of Appropriateness. Work performed under such circumstances shall be the

minimum necessary in order to render the improvement safe, after which any additional

construction, reconstruction, alteration or demolition shall be processed in accordance with the
provisions of Section 12.500 of this Chapter.

Under the circumstances described in Section 12.700.A, the owner(s) of record of the property

shall notify the Director in writing prior to performing the work necessary to make the property

safe. If advance notification is not practical due to the emergency nature of the situation, the

owner(s) of record shall provide written notification to the Director within seven (7) calendar

days of commencement of such work. In either case, the written notice shall include the

following:
1. A detailed description of the dangerous condition in question;

2. The timeframe needed to compl ete the work; and

3. The specific actions to be taken in the performance of such work.

Section 12.800. Demolition by Natural Causes (K.C. #8)

A. For the purposes of this Section, natural demolition shall occur when alandmark or a contributing
or significant building located within a historic district is damaged by fire, explosion or other
casualty or act of God as defined in Section 28.15.040 of the Municipal Code.

B. In the case of demolition by natural causes of all or part of alandmark or a contributing or

significant building located within a historic district, the owner(s) of record shall obtain a
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1 Certificate of Appropriateness prior to the reconstruction when required under the provisions of
2 this Ordinance.
3
4  Section 12.766900. Penalties.
5 A Demoalition occurring under the provisions of Sections 12.700 and 12.800 of this Chapter shall
6 not be considered illegal demolition for the purposes of this Ordinance, provided that the Director
7 is properly notified in writing as provided in Sections 12.700.B and 12.800.B of this Chapter.
8 B. It shall be unlawful to demolish any portion of any landmark or contributing or significant
9 building structure, improvement or sitelocated within a historic district unless specifically
10 permitted through a Certificate of Appropriateness issued for that property.
11 C It shall be unlawful to complete any construction or alteration to any landmark or contributing or
12 significant building, structure, improvement or site located within a historic district unless
13 specifically permitted through the Certificate of Appropriateness provisions in Sections 12.501 or
14 12.502 of this Chapter.
15 A:D. Any person who violates any provision of this Ordinance Chapter-shall be guilty of an offense
16 subject to the general penalties for ordinance violations pursuant to Section 1.15- of the Downers
17 Grove Municipal Code.
18  (Ord. 4881, Add, 07/03/2007)
19
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
AND
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PUBLIC WORKS - LUNCH ROOM
5101 WALNUT AVENUE

AUGUST 5, 2015, 6:30 P.M.

Chairman Matthies called the August 5, 2015 meeting of the Architectural Design Review Board
and AdHoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation meetings to order at 6:33 p.m. and asked for
aroll call:

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PRESENT: Chairman Matthies, Members Mrs. Acks, Ms. Englander, Mr. Larson,
Mr. Riemer, Mr. Casey

ABSENT: Mr. Davenport
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PRESENT: Chairman Behm, Members Mr. Birch, Ms. Gassen, Mr. Jarosz, Mr. Leitschuh,
Mr. Zimolzak

ABSENT: Mr. Georcaris
STAFF: Deputy Village Manager Mike Baker and Planning Manager Stan Popovich

VISITORS: Mr. TomLe Cren, 545 Chicago Ave., Downers Grove; Mr. Scott Lazar,
808 Maple Ave., Downers Grove; Kathy and John Hebert, 802 Maple Ave.,
Downers Grove; Ms. Christine Martin, 701 Maple Ave., Downers Grove; Ms.
Melissa Nysson, 900 59" St., Downers Grove; Ms. Shanon Tully, 5413 Main St.,
Downers Grove; Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 Florence Ave., Downers Grove; Mr. Rich
Rulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove; Kathy Nybo and Tom Nybo,
5253 Blodgett Ave., Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—-JUNE 17, 2015
THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE 17, 2015 ADRB MEETING WERE APPROVED ON

MOTION BY MR. LARSON, SECONDED BY MR. CASEY. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0.
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ADRB AND AD HOC INTRODUCTION

Chairman Matthies asked members of the ADRB to introduce themselves. He stated that
as adeveloper in the area he takes pride in his family having long-time rootsin the village (from
1890). Hisgreat grandfather established the oldest business in the village that till exists today:
Dicke Tool, located on Warren Avenue. While he tears down as well as constructs new homes
in the village, Chairman Matthies stated he likes to think of himself as a“developer with a
conscious.” He shared a short story about his family regarding Queen Anne homes and Sears
Roebuck homes.

Chairman Behm asked for members of the Ad Hoc subcommittee introduce themselves.
He was pleased to be a part of this group and to see the number of participants. He was excited
to hear the input from everyone.

INTRODUCTION OF ISSUES, GOALS, DELIVERABLES AND SCHEDULE

Deputy Village Manager, Mike Baker, reminded everyone that the structure of the
meeting would be informal in order to invite conversation not only from the two committees but
also the public. He explained that the meeting is intended to provide a solid foundation from
which the group will move forward and make recommendations to the village council.

Mr. Baker stated that of issue was the fact that the village has had a historic preservation
ordinance since 2007 which had either not been used or applied to the degree it was intended.
Therefore, the goal of this process was to identify ways in which landmarks and historic districts
could be increased while decrease the instances of loss of historically or architecturally
significant structures and places within the village. Examples followed. Mr. Baker explained
the ad hoc subcommittee would be working with the ADRB making proposed amendmentsto the
ordinance or recommendations to the village council to achieve the above two goals. He also
elaborated on how the work of this group was one of the village' s highest prioritiesin its long-
range planning process. Upcoming meeting topics were briefly reviewed.

REVIEW OF EXISTING HISTORIC PRESERVATION ORDINANCE

A. How to Create a Historic Didrict: Planning Manager, Stan Popovich walked
through the stepsinvolved in creating a historic district nomination: filing an application and
meeting with staff; scheduling a pre-meeting before the ADRB; mailing notices to those within
the district and those 250 feet within the proposed boundaries of the district; holding the hearing
with the ADRB who determines whether the application meets the district criteriato proceed to a
formal public hearing, and finally, a recommendation to the Village Council. Details followed.

B. How to Create a Historic Landmark: Mr. Popovich walked through the steps
involved in creating a historic landmark: filing an application to landmark one’s own property or
someone else’s (with owner consent) property; a written description of the property, along with
photographs, site plans, research, etc.; mailing notices to those property owners within 250 feet
of the nominated landmark; publishing a notice in the newspaper; holding a public hearing and
reviewing the standards in Section 12.400, followed by a recommendation to the village council.
Further details followed.
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Questions followed as to what happens when a landmarked home is sold to a new owner
aswell aswhat were the advantages of having a home landmarked, i.e., tax freeze incentives and
the benefit of preserving an older home.

Chairman Matthies summarized for the subcommittee that over the past few years, the
ADRB has been discussing ideas on how to reach out and explain the benefits of landmarking a
structure and also how to encourage landmarking and increase awareness. He appreciated the
diverseness of the group and hoped to get additional ideas.

Mr. Birch, in reading the past minutes, pointed out the significant amount of work
already done by the ADRB and did not want to recreate the wheel. He hoped to come up with
some new ideas. However, in reviewing the code, he found it very difficult to read/comprehend
for the average person yet, with staff reviewing the steps above, he commented it mainly was an
explanation of the process. Therefore, when reviewing examples of other codes, Mr. Birch
believed the code should be simple, understandable, and fit in with other approval processes
within the village. He believed the group should “start over.”

However, Mr. Behm did not necessarily agree with starting over but did believe the code
needed to be simplified, understandable and revisited asto what it wasthat the village wanted to
accomplish. Seeing there were many structures within the village that were historic and worth
saving, he stated the fact that the village had only two structures landmarked, which was an
issue. Therefore, tonight’s group had to somehow make property owners see the value or
incentive of landmarking their home while, at the same time, the community recognizing the
value of keeping it versus keeping something that was just old.

Discussion followed that only two applications came forward to the village which were
for the two current landmarked properties. Staff mentioned there were a couple of interested
parties but they never moved forward with their applications. Dialog then followed that
awareness in the community would have to be key. Asked if the owners of significant or
contributing properties from the 2009 and 2013 surveys were ever contacted, staff confirmed
they were not.

Staff proceeded to explain what the CLG status meant, i.e., Certified Local Government
which allowed the village to be able to participate in historic preservation programs, specifically
through the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, and allowed the village to apply for certain
grants, technical assistance with the state, and participate in a tax freeze program. The ADRB
then provides an annual report to the state on the activities of the village. Per a question,

Mr. Popovich stated he did not hear anything about the state dropping the CLG program.

Conversation then followed that it appeared there was a lack of incentives for
preservation, especially given the fact that there was an economic downturn and preservation
was costly overall, which begged the question of what was really worth preserving. Suggestions
included to contact similar communities that had positive programs working and to learn from
them. Chairman Matthies provided his own input on some of the comments made but ultimately
shared that the ADRB wastrying to preserve the character of the Downers Grove community
and yet find a balance between what was historic and the costs associated with such preservation.
Discussion followed regarding the difficulty of understanding the village's current ordinance, the
village's application process being cumbersome, and that an interpretive guide of the village's
ordinance would be a benefit to have since it was difficult to read for the average homeowner.
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Mr. Popovich shared what resources the village had for homeowners who wanted to do their own
historic research and application.

Mr. Baker explained that one of the reasons for the timing of completing these meetings
by the end of October was that it coincided with the village’ s budgeting process so that financial
resources could be attached to the recommendations being proposed. Also when the original
recommendation to establish the subcommittee was put to council it included that after the
committee completed its work, another process would begin to focus on the village' s zoning
ordinance. Mr. Birch then proceeded to discuss how many communities incorporate their
historic preservation requirements within their zoning ordinance, some using a unified
development ordinance. It was noted that zoning codes regulate land use.

Moving forward, Mr. Reimer discussed a grid which compared a number of ordinances
from various municipalities, aswell asthe ADRB’s goals as compiled by former planner, Kelley
Chrisse, and he shared how these documents were examples of how to make the process more
understandable and user-friendly. A short dialog followed by Chairman Matthies regarding the
deadline given to the committees and the challenges of recent staff turn-over.

Again, the two committees agreed that incentives needed to be part of the program. A
suggestion was made that the larger state and national historic preservation programs should be
researched for low cost loans for renovations and to speak with the communities that had
successful historic preservation programs. Other comments included that the incentive was
purely recognition. Examples of various municipal programs were shared. Per a question,

Mr. Popovich proceeded to explain that the village did not participate in any local monetary
incentive programs offered by the IHPA only because there had been no applications for the
program which typically had to do with renovations, such asthe tax freeze. He offered to get
more information for the next meeting. Members believed that incentive could be under the
village's program.

Discussion ensued on how the 8-year tax freeze program worked with Mr. Birch pointing
out that some misinformation about the program possibly existed and the communication had be
clear. It was noted that the tax freeze was for exterior renovations only and just landmarking a
building did not constitute atax freeze. Details followed. At the sametime, it was pointed out
that the issue with tear-downs was that the land was worth more than the structure so the two
committees had to come up with a financial incentive for the program to work. Also, it was
mentioned that many homes existed in the village that were not pristine and owners needed
financial help to get the homes to the standards the committees were discussing; it took
significant amounts of money.

Mr. Birch summarized that the two committees could also identify the threatened
structures within the village currently and look at what resources could be applied to save them
rather than redefine the ordinance. Or, as another member said, to publicize some of the not-so-
pristine structures and explain the history behind them to generate some interest to save them or
re-adapt them. Funding ideas were mentioned, wherein Mr. Birch suggested that the two
committees may have to use some form of a non-governmental funding program, similar to that
used by the Heritage Preservation Council or by universities, that have endowment programs to
protect structures.

ADRB 4 August 5, 2015



MOT 2015-6572

APPROVED 08/19/15

Chairman Matthies added that the ARDB used to have a TIF incentive program for the
village's downtown business district and said it may have to review again but this time with an
incentive. He cited the Tivoli asa TIF example. Continuing on that point and using the Tivoli
as an example, Mr. Birch explained that it now may be a matter of how the village could help the
owner to continue the preservation of his building yet not constrain him with the regulations that
may otherwise triple the costs of improvements. Mr. Birch believed the village needed to be
open to the requirements that are imposed on applicants, wherein staff explained that it would
probably come down to what the requirements of being a certificate local government were.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Chairman Matthies opened up the meeting to public comment.

Ms. Kathy Hebert, 802 Maple, Downers Grove, expressed concern about the required
standards for work on her home's exterior, the additional fees charged to do the work, and
disclosing the same information to a buyer if she sold her home. She did not seethat asaselling
point but instead, a financial burden. Asto what work should be allowed to be done on her home
to preserve it, Ms. Hebert said she was fine with projects that would need a building permit
anyway but issue it without any additional fee. The two groups recommended waiving the fee.

Ms. Shannon Tully, 5413 Main St., Downers Grove, mentioned that when the village
decidesto create a historic district, not every home in the district will be historic and that such
newer homes should not be subject to certain regulations. She was pleased to see the two
committees discussing the topics that she found interesting.

On that point, it was suggested by a member to eliminate/relax the requirements for non-
contributing homes in a historic district since currently all homes were subject to the
requirements. Dialog was then raised that just because a home was non-contributing and no
requirements should apply, it was pointed out the home was still within a historic district and
there would still be some restrictions.

Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple, Downers Grove, suggested that rather scrapping the
ordinance entirely, to review Commissioner Bob Barnett’s version of the ordinance but include
some mechanisms such as the incentives being discussed. (Mr. Baker briefly mentioned that
Commissioner Barnett brought a version of the ordinance to the village council, asa New
Business item around the time the subcommittee was being formed but the ordinance was not
acted upon at that time. Instead it was recommended that it be considered by this group.) On
another matter Mr. Lazar mentioned that he was impressed with the landmarked applications for
5256 Carpenter Street and 4943 Highland Avenue because they were two applications that
worked. He pointed out how personal the stories were to the owners regarding their homes and
the fact that that kind of spark would have to come from individual owners for the preservation
program to move forward. Also, because it was mentioned by one of the applicants that the
process was simple, it would behoove the village to provide any staff assistance it could because
it would be the best return on investment for the village.

Mr. Lazar also expressed concern about creating a historic district and pitting neighbors
against each other with the 51% requirement for nomination. Instead, he suggested increasing
the percentage to 75% or more to truly represent the will of the neighborhood. He cautioned the
two committees that when adistrict is forced, unintended consequences can occur; wheresas, if it
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was voluntary, the consequences go away. He supported the individual landmarking process but
also supported incentives and any assistance that staff could supply to a homeowner.
Furthermore, Mr. Lazar recognized that the 20% of those homeowners who supported the Maple
Avenue historic district were interested parties and should be pursued.

Ms. Shannon Tully returned and stated that the real estate firm she worked for had a
contract to purchase the Bunge mansion.

Ms. Christine Martin, 701 Maple Ave., Downers Grove, sated she and her husband
purchased a home in 2013 that wasin very poor condition but explained that she and her
husband saved their money and knew that they were going to go through a process with the
home. Asaresult, their children learned how to maintain an older home and understood the
responsibilities of owning a home. As far as a pursuing the landmarking process, she believed
the process was cumbersome and should be simplified. Eventually, she will pursue the
landmarking process. Lastly, Ms. Martin recommended that the requirements for a historic
district be minimal.

Chairman Matthies asked Ms. Martin some follow-up questions regarding the permitting
process and if the permitting fees had been removed, would they have helped her, or given her an
incentive, wherein Ms. Martin indicated they would. Dialog was raised that some of the
language in the current ordinance was written in the negative and needed to be changed.

Given the 90-day deadline, one of the ad hoc members recommended tabling the historic
district discussion for ayear and to focus on the guidelines. Public input continued:

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Road, Downers Grove, asked if the committees could
provide the community with more accurate information, for instance, how many properties were
really significant, contributing, etc., provide a current set of guidelines, complete the survey and
post the information on the village’ s web site. He believed there was a sense of urgency as the
Edwards House was recently torn down.

Ms. Martin returned to the podium and stated that for her to pay a fee to better her house
or better it for the neighbors; she said she did not want to pay that fee.

Mr. Lazar also returned and agreed that focusing on landmarking individual homes
versus a historic district made more sense, was voluntary, and less controversial. He stated it
beginsto build pride within a neighborhood first and the rest follow.

(The committees took a five minute break at 8:30 p.m.; reconvened at 8:35 p.m.)
REVIEW OF EXISTING HISTORIC PRESERVATION ORDINANCE

A. Certificates of Appropriateness (COA): Mr. Popovich proceeded to walk through
the landmarking process, noting the ordinance does not differentiate between a landmark or
significant, contributing or non-contributing structure. He explained that staff, using the
ordinance, determines whether the application is considered a minor or mgjor project noting the
major projects go through staff and then the ADRB. The minor projects go through staff and can
be approved administratively. Examples of each were explained. Mr. Popovich went on to
explain additional steps, noting that the ADRB had the final say in granting a Certificate of
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Appropriateness and then the building permit can be issued after the COA is approved. If the
ADRB denied an application, the applicant could appeal to the village council. The village
council, in turn, could approve, deny or return the application to the ADRB with recommended
changes.

Mr. Birch suggested rewording the COA in the positive versus the negative. He stated
that in looking at other community ordinances, some regulations were worded as “required”
while others were worded as “suggested.”

In discussing the specifics of the ordinance, Chairman Matthies, brought to the
committees attention that minor items such as landscaping, painting, or shingles should be
relaxed and many of the items listed in the ordinance were already routine maintenance that
required a permit anyway; not just for those who lived in a historic home. A short dialog
followed as to why staff had to provide notice to neighbors within 250 feet of a proposed
landmarked property. Mr. Birch then questioned whether the public notification process was
really required for alandmarked property and suggested having the village attorney review the
issue. However, Mr. Popovich stated it was an Illinois law. For minor, administrative reviews,
Mr. Popovich clarified that neighborhood notification was not necessary.

Dialog was then raised that the two committees should focus on the individual
landmarking over the historic district issue, or, take a different direction, as suggested by
Chairman Matthies, whereby a landmark status is one issue while a historic district is more
general or has an overlay. He provided a couple of examples. To that point, Mr. Birch spoke
about neighborhood conservation districts but indicated those would require an overhaul of the
village's zoning code. Mr. Popovich clarified that it could be an amendment to the zoning code.
Dialog then followed from staff on how a group of residents could propose an overlay to the
village ordinance with Chairman Matthies commenting that that could be the route to take since
the village was not getting anything out its CLG status. Further conversation followed with a
concluding comment that the group should discuss overlays at a future meeting, given that some
of the restrictions could be minimal yet achieve what was being discussed. In hearing the
discussions, Mr. Baker recommended that the village attorney be part of the discussions,
especially regarding overlays.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Chairman Matthies invited the public to speak again.

Ms. Christine Martin, 701 Maple Ave., after hearing about a zoning overlay, preferred an
overlay versus a historic district.

Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple Ave., preferred a historic district because it had an owner
consent component to it. However, regarding the Certificate of Appropriateness process and the
public hearing process for major applications, Mr. Lazar asked whether it was possible for an
applicant to hold a public hearing only if his or her application did not meet compliance. Staff
clarified the difference, again, between a major and minor application (administrative nature) and
the steps involved for the public hearing process to take place.

Mr. Kulovany, 6825, Camden Road, supported the removal of minor exterior
modifications from the COA.
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INTRODUCTION OF PROPERTY OWNER SURVEY

Mr. Popovich referenced a folder that included a questionnaire/survey for the membersto
take with them. Members were asked to contact the four to five property owners listed and
survey them with the questions. He asked that the surveys be completed by August 28th.
Discussion would then take place at the following meeting about what the members found out in
their conversations with the property owners.

Ms. Shanon Tully, 5413 Main Street, inquired as to who the property owners were,
wherein Mr. Popovich explained they were part of the 64 significant property ownersthat were
surveyed in the 2013 survey.

Ms. Kathy Hebert inquired whether the survey that was done on Maple Avenue last
August would be used, wherein staff confirmed it would. Ms. Hebert cautioned staff that
806 Maple should be listed as a significant property since it was the George L yman home, one of
the oldest homes in the village. Mr. Popovich noted the survey was based on the architecture of
the buildings and the scope did not include research on the historic tenants of the surveyed
properties which could make them locally historic. Chairman Matthies pointed out for the
members that there were some inconsistencies identified in the survey but that the ADRB did
discuss making the survey more interactive on the village’ s web site.

Mr. Lazar recommended that the members, after they survey the property owners, to dig
alittle further and talk about landmarking or creating a historic district.

In response to Ms. Martin’s comments, staff explained that the 806 Maple home was
surveyed under the National Register criteria versus local criteria. Details followed. Chairman
Matthies suggested holding a future discussion about amending the ordinance to include local
significance. Mr. Birch added that there should be a distinction between landmarks,
neighborhoods and districts because while a structure may not be applicable for alandmarking in
and of itself, it could be contributory to a historic district, thereby maintaining the fabric of the
community. Thiswaswhy he preferred to discuss historic districts along with landmarking
versus separating the two.

Resident, Mr. Kulovany, recommended that the committees read and understand the
sections in the 2013 study about the difference between significant and contributing.

Mr. Lazar returned and asked that the definitions in the ordinance be clarified.

Chairman Matthies closed by asking the committee members to read through the
ordinance by the next meeting and have their questionsready. Mr. Leitschuh also asked that the
group review staff’ s recommended changes (from January 2015) to the ordinance as well as
Commissioner Barnett’s recommendations.

ADJOURNMENT
MR.JAROSZ MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON

HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING AT 9:47 P.M. SECONDED BY
MR.LEITSCHUH. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0.

ADRB 8 August 5, 2015



MOT 2015-6572 Page 77 of 119

APPROVED 08/19/15

MR.RIEMER MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE ADRB MEETING AT 9:47 P.M.
SECONDED BY MR. LARSON. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE

VOTE OF 6-0.
Respectfully submitted,
IS Celeste K. Weilandt

Celeste K. Weilandt
(Astranscribed by MP-3 audio)
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
AND
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PUBLIC WORKS - LUNCH ROOM
5101 WALNUT AVENUE

AUGUST 19, 2015, 6:30 P.M.
Chairman Matthies called the August 19, 2015 meeting of the Architectural Design Review
Board and AdHoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation meetings to order at 6:37 p.m. and
asked for aroll call:
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PRESENT: Chairman Matthies, Members Mr. Davenport (6:50 p.m.) Ms. Englander,
Mr. Larson, Mr. Riemer

ABSENT: Mrs. Acks, Mr. Casey
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PRESENT: Chairman Behm, Members Mr. Birch, Ms. Gassen, Mr. Georcaris, Mr. Leitschuh,
Mr. Zimolzak

ABSENT: Mr. Jarosz
STAFF: Deputy Village Manager Mike Baker and Planning Manager Stan Popovich
VISITORS: Mr. Matthew Maher, 819 Maple Ave, Downers Grove; Mr. Tom
LeCren,545 Chicago Ave., Downers Grove; Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple Ave.,,
Downers Grove; John Hebert, 802 Maple Ave., Downers Grove; Ms. Shannon

Tully, 5413 Main St., Downers Grove; Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd.,
Downers Grove; Kathy Nybo, 5253 Blodgett Ave., Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—-AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE —AUGUST 5, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 5, 2015 AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC
PRESERVATION MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. ZIMOLZAK,
SECONDED BY MS. GASSEN. ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR.ZIMOLZAK, MS. GASSEN, MR. BIRCH, MR. GEORCARIS,
MR. LEITSCHUH, CHAIRMAN BEHM
NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 6-0
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES—ADRB —AUGUST 5, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 5, 2015 ADRB MEETING WERE APPROVED ON
MOTION BY MR. RIEMER, SECONDED BY MS. ENGLANDER. ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR.RIEMER, MS. ENGLANDER, MR. LARSON, CHAIRMAN MATTHIES
NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 4-0

REVIEW AND SUMMARY OF AUGUST 5™ MEETING

Chairman Matthies summarized that there was good input received from the public at the last
meeting especially as it related to the CLG status, its benefits, if any, and separating individual
landmarks from a historic district. A list of last meeting’s discussion topics was placed on the
flipcharts by Mr. Baker who also repeated the goals of these meetings.

Items discussed last meeting included:

e eliminating the landscaping requirements from the Certificate of Appropriateness,

e consider changes to the public hearing requirements for applicants;

o facilitate, early on, any information-gathering processes for the applicant;

e remove non-contributing structures from the district;

e reduce/eliminate Certificate of Appropriateness requirements for non-contributing
structures; and

e waive hearing or application fees and consider an overlay of conservation districts
(example: Prince Pond)

Other recommendations staff heard included:

e develop simple and easy-to-use informational materials that assist applicants in the
processthat help explain and quantify the benefits and credits of landmarking;

e explain what carn/cannot be done in clear terms;

e clear up misperceptions that may exist around landmark status;

e consider public improvements in historic areas as a way to demonstrate the village's
commitment to investment in the history of the community;

e develop/support programs to recognize historic structures and improvements,

e identify the most significant/threatened structures and engage property owners into
how they may protect or assist in protecting the significance of those properties;

o identify all potential sources for incentives and make readily available;

e determine whether the CLG statusis a benefit or a burden; and

e updatethe inventory to include structures with local historical significance that may
not be captured in the architectural survey.

Comments followed that the two committees could continue to grow the list, but eventually trim

it down. An explanation followed as to what was meant by “consider public improvements,”
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Another member pointed out that the above list had a reoccurring theme about developments
using materials and their misperceptions. It was pointed out that there was a need to distinguish
between what was similar and/or different between the Certificate of Approval process for a
landmarked building versus any regular permit operations.

DISCUSSION OF OTHER COMMUNITY ORDINANCES

A. Like/Dislike about other community ordinances; Why?

It was pointed out that the reoccurring theme in the table that was provided in the packet
appeared to be that a large majority of the historic districts in the various communities were
formed 25 years ago when there were more programs and the incentives were more realistic than
they were today. More specifically, the City of Aurora had an urban conservation district which
was in addition to its historic district. The program still offered protection to areasthat could
lose a landmark/historic structure. It was suggested to review that aspect carefully since there
were many neighborhood members who wanted to maintain even though they may not be as
historic as other areas under discussion.

It was also brought up that the village’s ordinance went into affect just before the recession took
place, which was poor timing, and that many people probably felt different about their own real
estate now than they did in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s where every home appreciated every
year. That was not so true now. Another similar theme throughout the table was the non-
voluntary nature of some of the designations as well as the concern about athird party
nominating someone’ s home while that person was in the process of being considered for either
landmarked status or for a historic district. Not enough clarity was provided asto when a COA
was required and when it was not.

Other comments followed that the definition of “alterations’” was not clear; anyone in Downers
Grove could nominate a historic district, while in other districts the Historic Preservation
Commission nominated them; while Elgin had a great incentive program, most communities did
not, except for what was offered by the state; and Highland Park had a non-contiguous district
which could be considered by Downers Grove.

Additional comments included that the Certificate of Economic Hardship and Certificates of
Approval for some communities was very clearly stated and worth looking at; all of the
ordinances listed were very powerful and residents or groups of residentsliving in those
communities could nominate someone’ s home for landmark or could nominate a district;
however, the approval process required more vetting (details followed) and it appeared that once
something had been nominated, all work had to stop, which was a powerful tool on personal
property rights.

The chairman asked for input on the group’ s thoughts about not requiring owner consent.
Comments followed that having anyone nominate/landmark something was fine but once
something was nominated the work should not have to sop, but instead continue through the
process before the restrictions apply. Having the more than the 51% needed to nominate a
historic district was also noted in many of the communities and, while it was fine for anyone to
nominate an individual property, it was more difficult for the homeowner than if two-thirds
majority of the council wanted the nomination. However, someone mentioned that the
prohibition period addressed that type of circumstance as afail-safe. Chairman Matthies
believed that was a “reactive” response versus a “proactive” response. It was also mentioned
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that when some of the ordinances were created, not much information existed regarding
hazardous materials and for someone to nominate a historic property whose owner had children
could not be donetoday. Dialog followed that there had to be a balance between the two ideas,
the group had to think long-term, and the ordinances mentioned had safeguards in them.

B. Like/Dislike about education, outreach and awareness efforts in other communities;
Why?
A discussion followed regarding the amount of outreach that the various communities conducted
and the fact that if the village wanted a community buy-in of preservation, then having a heavy-
handed ordinance may run contrary and be counter-productive. If the concern was neighbors
nominating their neighbor’s home that would be difficult. If aresident wanted to apply for
landmark status for their own property, an idea was to require a conservation plan (with
performance standards). The conservation plan could identify future improvements of the
structure and once those were approved, a COA could be automatic aslong asit wasin
compliance with the plan. Thiswould avoid going through the COA process every time work
needed to be done. Further dialog was raised on the federal tax incentive program and possibly
working with the county to freeze the assessed values or create a historic preservation fund from
increased demolition fees. Someone mentioned that defining the role of the board should be
incorporated into the ordinance. It was noted the City of Aurora’s ordinance was a very good
example in that it was very easy to read.

Turning back to the discussion of whether the village wanted a historic district or not, Chairman
Matthies pointed out that the non-contiguous district would be fitting for the village. However,
dialog followed that at the last meeting it was mentioned that getting individual landmarked
homes first could eventually generate interest in the creation of a historic district. Chairman
Matthies reminded the group that Mr. Lazar commented at the last meeting that the village had to
“get the base hits first; not home runs’ and the group had to focus on how to get those base hits,
which went back to how does the village provide an incentive to the individual owner. Other
member comments included support of the City of Elgin’s nomination criteria checklist (with 6
criteria) was very good and it provided guidance; others concurred.

Dialog then turned to one member discussing the fact that he did not mind the idea of nominating
a neighbor’s property but did mind the “freeze” with certain conditions, such as freezing the
property from being demolished (for a certain period of time) or not damaging it intentionally,
but also being cognizant of not making a decision for that property owner and stepping on their
property rights. Comments followed that “a good enough reason” had to exist to take the process
further. Examples followed where preservation would have to be a priority and where some sort
of elected body to step in and have the power within the ordinance to do something.

Chairman Matthies, in speaking to the group, did not believe the village' s ordinance was
preventing the goals previously listed. It needed some fine turning but, overall, he felt it was
“pretty good.” Also, he felt it was a matter of the residents not understanding the process, what
was it going to do to them in terms of their property rights, and not having any incentives. He
believed there had to be non-monetary ways to create incentives.

The ideato appeal to those individuals who had the financial resources to landmark their

property and had the civic pride to do so was discussed. Also, to consider the target homeowner:
did the person just purchase the home or was he/she athird generation owner? Consider the two
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different approaches. was the home getting ready to be placed on the market or wasit a
dilapidated structure? By considering those distinctions, some solutions could be recommended.

Dialog turned to what the group thought about the approval and nomination vote percentages for
creating adistrict only. Currently it was 51%/49% and Chairman Matthies believed those
figures could have scared some residents. Then it was clarified that the simple majority of
51%/49% was the percentage to obtain just the nomination and not the final vote, which would
be determined by the village council. A due process would take place.

Chairman Matthies invited the public to speak.

Mr. Mike Maher, 819 Maple Avenue, found that many of the residents were uneducated about
the process and in reading through the ordinance rules on his own, he found them to be very
restrictive. He believed some residents were scared by it and it pitted neighbors against each
other. He believed there was no benefit to living in a historic district and he wanted to make the
decisions for his own home. He did not know what type of incentive, if any, would change his
mind at thistime. Asked if he knew living in a historic district increased his property value or
knew if there were no fees or less restrictions attached to same would he live in one, Mr. Maher
stated it would make a difference but then again, it was a speculative statement by the members.
Again, Mr. Maher stated he purchased his home and it was his choice.

Out of this dialog, came the fact that there was concern about property values and more
government restriction, which were some of the barriers the group discussed at its last meeting
and that it had to overcome them. Someone pointed out that “opting out” in a number of
ordinances appeared to be an option.

Per a question, Mr. Maher then shared what he and his neighbors initially thought what a historic
district meant, i.e., historic signs, plagues, tax breaks, etc. but then he read what the requirements
were. He emphasized that he did not want to impose any requirements on his neighbor nor
should his neighbor impose any requirements on him and that everyone should be able to make
the best financial decision for his or her own property.

Regarding the above conversation, it was brought up that possibly the village was looking at the
process the wrong way and should consider, for example, returning some streets back to brick or
installing gas lighting in an effort to bring the area back to its historical reference without
imposing something on the community. Would the community buy into it? Citing the E.H.
Prince subdivision a member recalled where the village was going to pave over its brick streets
and the residents came together and did not want it to occur. Asaresult, it became a special
service areafor them. Comments followed that maybe the group should start nominating
properties that the village owned.

Resident, Mr. Scott Lazar, sated he was speaking on behalf of Downers Grove Families for
Sensible Historic Preservation (FFSHP), a group that was organizing itself slowly, with the goal
of its body believing that historic preservation should always be voluntary, safe for families, and
not cause financial harm. He clarified the FFSHP was not aligned with any political party but he
did want his group’s input conveyed. He distributed copies of a document discussing national
landmark registrations and historic district statistics for various communities within DuPage
County. He pointed out that there were benefits to having national register properties which
were less restrictive, less protective, and more honorary. Details followed. He questioned the
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group if some of the digtricts identified in the survey applied for national register designation and
would the group feel good about it. One member explained his own experience, commenting to
get on the National Register was very difficult and what were the actual number of eligible
structures that existed in the village?

Mr. Lazar then turned the discussion to owner consent requirements/opt outs for the Village of
Glen Ellyn noting theirs was one hundred percent voluntary with an opt-out provision and an
opt-in provision. His points included: 1) there was merit to preservation; 2) other communities
were doing a better job at communication; and 3) other communities were looking at unique
ways of funding. He reviewed the villages of EImhurst, Lombard and Hinsdale in more detall,
noting they had national districts and local landmarks but no local districts and were doing better
than the Village of Downers Grove with 100% voluntary preservation. He argued that 100%
participation could exist and still make progress in preservation. However, it was pointed out by
Mr. Davenport that it was unknown if the Downers Grove kept its 51%/49% that would mean the
village could not have a similar success with local landmarking. Something else was going on
with the communities.

Per a question whether there was a correlation between incentives provided by the above-
referenced communities and the landmark figures, Mr. Lazar stated he did not have time to look
at that aspect. It was pointed out that the communities discussed had a concentration of wealth,
however.

Mr. Lazar then handed staff a copy of Hinsdale’s ordinance summary, written in easy-to-read
language, and asked that staff distribute it to the members. He then cited the Village of Wayne's
preservation ordinance which, when created, established a preservation fund (privately funded)
but where the village actually drove the preservation. Wayne also accepted land donations. Mr.
Lazar asked whether the village should have an acquisition approach for historic structures and
could it be set up for that. Questions followed regarding the legality of that idea

The group was reminded to not concern itself with linking a historic district to a preservation of
structures, buildings or homes but to realize that the communities discussed above had many
landmarks. The tie did not necessarily have to be 100% voluntary participation to a successful
ordinance but that it was good information and somewhere these communities were doing
something differently than Downers Grove.

Resident, Ms. Kathy Nybo, 5253 Blodgett, Downers Grove brought up the fact that this whole
preservation idea came up when her son saw the Edwards house was for sale and he wanted to
save it. She said she and her son met with Mr. Popovich who informed them that the only way
that it could be saved was that it had to be part of a historical district. It was under atight
timeline and it was not saved. She explained that she had four piles of papers -- from those who
supported the preservation, those that were “maybes’, those that never responded, and those who
were against the preservation. She stated the “no” group wasthe smallest group but the loudest
group and that the village could not have a historic district without landmarked houses. After
landmarks, the district would create itself.

Mr. John Hebert, 802 Maple Ave., Downer Grove, stated that he and his wife did not want
anything that would reduce or place restrictions on their property in case they had to sell their
property. He asked if anyone spoke to the owner whose historic house was landmarked and was
for sale for the past 18 months and whether the landmark status hindered the sale of his home.
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He believed it would be beneficial to speak with that owner as well as the person who purchased
the home on Carpenter Avenue. Mr. Hebert believed having ahome in a historic district would
hinder someone from purchasing the home but said when he purchased his home he maintained
its character voluntarily and believed that made his home more valuable. If he had to go through
the village to get approval to replace his shutters, it took more time and would make someone
hesitant about wanting to get involved.

Mr. Behm noted the fact that having a true historic district added value to homes. San Diego’s
Gadlight District was cited as one such district. However, comments were also made that
districts could decrease property values and that not one answer existed. Where a negative
perception existed, a positive result could actually be obtained.

Mr. Tom LeCren, 545 Chicago Ave., Downers Grove asked if two separate ordinances could be
created, given the group’s time constraints. He asked for confirmation that a historic district did
not have to have landmarked homes within its boundaries. And he stated that if the members
were going to include that a neighbor can nominate a neighbor’s home that it be reviewed with
the U.S. Constitution property rightsin mind. He also suggested to review the ordinance’s
current definitions since a community development director did not exist anymore. He inquired
about demolitions and guidelines for constructing new.

The group agreed that it would be beneficial to have some form of guidelines within adistrict
explaining what should be constructed in the historic district once a building was razed.

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downer Grove, a member of the Friends of the Edwards
group, stated he met with Bob Barnett recently regarding his take on historic preservation and
what this group wanted get out of the discussions. He believed much of the negativity from the
individual opposing preservation was based on the old ordinance and that there were some issues
that needed to be addressed. He supported removing some of requirements from the ordinance
and the groups appeared to have a consensus on that. However, he felt that no matter what
changes this group made, be it tax breaks or incentives, he stated that Mr. Maher, who spoke
above, would not be interested in landmarking his home.

Mrs. Shannon Tully, 5413 Main St., Downers Grove, confirmed that when Ms. Nybo was trying
to save the Edwards Housg, it wasto utilize the only option that was available at the time and
that was now in the past. The current issue was how to move forward with changes to make
preservation voluntary. She suggested everyone become part of the Friends of the Edwards
group because that group was all voluntary and she was a private property rights advocate. She
believed everyone was on the same page and should be working together to make it more
desirable for the community to landmark their own home.

Mr. Kulovany then asked those members in the group who were speaking differently about this
topic, would they be willing to support voluntary preservation, since he did not see anyone from
the group present when the Edwards home was being razed, and would the group do anything
different now since an architecturally significant building was lost? He believed everyone
should be working together to come up with a mutually agreeable document. He distributed an
education plan for membersto review.

Mr. Scott Lazar clarified that he and a number of individuals were not opposed to preservation
but were trying to make constructive suggestions and trying to provide some solutions.
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Mr. LeCren shared a story about a home in Downers Grove he visited in 1940s as a child which
was still standing.

DOWNERS GROVE ORDINANCE BRAINSTORMING

A. Elements of Downers Grove' s ordinance would you consider changing and why:
Chairman Matthies summarized that it appeared there was an underlying discussion of separating
the two ordinances and focusing on individual landmarking. Because the “districting” portion
of the discussion seemed to be an issue, it was suggested to not include a district ordinance at all.
Dialog followed that it may not be necessary to remove the district portion entirely but to work
on the positive ideas and focus on landmarking and discuss the 51%/49% approval for a district
nomination sometime in the future.

Chairman Matthies directed the group’s attention to discuss the overlying items that affect both
historic districts and individual landmarks and how the burden could be eased, and then discuss
whether the members wanted to effect the district by creating an opt-out provision. After some
dialog, the members decided it should focus on pursuing individual landmarks versus districts
and create an educational campaign. Then someone suggested another alternative: to add a
buffer within 200 or 300 feet of a landmark to protect its context by imposing certain types of
regulations as to what could happen to the other properties. Examples followed, noting the
character of the areawould be protected without establishing adistrict. Concernswere raised
that it became a property rights issue. Looking at the larger picture, if there 20 to 30 landmarks
in the village then the conversation could begin about starting a historic district, but for now it
needed to build over time.

He directed the group to work on changes to the ordinance as it affected individual landmarks
and then to hold a future discussion regarding the 51%/49% and opt-out provisions. Mr. Riemer
suggested to start with staff’ s red-line changes to the ordinance and add to it asa start. Chairman
Matthies asked that the members read through staff’ s changes and continue the discussion at the
next meeting.

Conversation vacillated whether to include or exclude “historic districts’ in the ordinance or
placing a moratorium on it for a certain length of time or after a certain number of landmarks are
reached, and then revisit the topic again. The residents attending the meeting were then asked
how they would respond if the “district” portion was removed from the ordinance. The public’s
comments followed:

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Lazar commented that given the number of districtsthat have been identified in the village's
survey, with the exception of Maple Avenue, no one has come forward requesting a district to be
created.

Mr. Kulovany, with Friends of the Edwards House, believed it would be beneficial if the
“digtrict” portion of the discussion could be tabled and supported staff’s recommendations. He
did not support starting the ordinance from scratch but making the adjustments discussed.
Making positive steps and getting the public excited about preservation would be a good sart.
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The group discussed three options that were available to them regarding the ordinance:

1) make changes to the ordinance to make it more attractive;

2) leave the ordinance alone but focus on the landmarks and make a recommendation that
the existing ordinance be repealed and a new ordinance be adopted that has the same
provisions for the districts; or

3) remove all of the provisions relating to the district and have landmarks only.

Some members believed option 2 made sense. Mr. Popovich noted he has not seen an ordinance
that only discussed landmarks and excluded districts. He explained that the group could
determine how Certificates of Appropriateness related to landmarks individually versus
significant, contributing, and non-contributing buildings in a historic district. If changesto the
COA process were made it might assist with historic districts and the districts would not need to
be removed from the ordinance.

For the next meeting, the goals were to
1) discuss staff’s redline draft of the ordinance and to hear the results of the members
surveys;
2) have staff provide the members some clarification of what it can and cannot do asit
relatesto the village’s CLG status; and
3) seeif memberswould care if the CLG status was removed.

Comments followed that the CLG was being overlooked and that the only benefit to the village
was the tax freeze and if the village lost its CLG status, that incentive was gone, which may be
why it could be beneficial to keep the district in the ordinance.

Mr. Popovich asked members to return the surveys to him by August 28". He briefly discussed
the agenda items planned for the next meeting. Staff was asked to also provide alist of items
that need a COA versus those that need a permit.

Mr. Lazar asked if members could read through the redline draft ordinance submitted to them by
the Downers Grove Families for Sensible Historic Preservation.

ADJOURNMENT

MR.LEITSCHUH MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING AT 9:44 P.M. SECONDED BY
MR.ZIMOLZAK. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0.

MR. DAVENPORT MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE ADRB MEETING AT 9:44 P.M.
SECONDED BY MR. RIEMER. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE
VOTE OF 5-0.

Respectfully submitted,
IS Celeste K. Weilandt

Celeste K. Weilandt
(Astranscribed by MP-3 audio)
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
AND
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PUBLIC WORKS - LUNCH ROOM
5101 WALNUT AVENUE

SEPTEMBER 2, 2015, 6:30 P.M.

Chairman Matthies and Chairman Behm called the September 2, 2015 meeting of the
Architectural Design Review Board and AdHoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation
meetings to order at 6:35 p.m. and asked for aroll call:

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PRESENT: Chairman Matthies, Members Mrs. Acks, Mr. Casey, Mr. Riemer
ABSENT: Mr. Davenport, Mr. Larson, Ms. Englander

AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PRESENT: Chairman Behm, Members Mr. Birch, Ms. Gassen, Mr. Georcaris, Mr. Jarosz,
Mr. Leitschuh, Mr. Zimolzak

STAFF: Deputy Village Manager Mike Baker and Planning Manager Stan Popovich

VISITORS: Mr. Ross Johnson, 5221 Main St., Downers Grove; Chris and Patty Patterson,
4502 Prince St., Downers Grove; John and Kathy Hebert, 802 Maple Ave.,,
Downers Grove; Don Richards, 4735 Main St., Dowers Grove; Ms. Kathy Nybo,
5253 Blodgett, Downers Grove; Ms. Christine Martin, 701 Maple Ave., Downers
Grove; Irene Hogstrom, Downers Grove; Ms. Melissa Nassen, 900 59" St.,
Downers Grove; Ms. Phyllis Serbou, 1905 Curtiss, Downers Grove;, Mr. Matthew
Maher, 819 Maple, Downers Grove;, Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple Ave., Downers
Grove; Ms. Hilary Denk, 433 Wilson St., Downers Grove; Charlotte and Byron
Holtzen, 5226 Carpenter ., Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—-AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE —AUGUST 19, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 19, 2015 AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY
MR. BIRCH, SECONDED BY MS. GASSEN. ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR.BIRCH, MS. GASSEN, MR. GEORCARIS, MR. LEITSCHUH,
MR.ZIMOLZAK, CHAIRMAN BEHM

NAY: NONE

ABSTAIN: MR.JAROSZ
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MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 6-0-1

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—ADRB —AUGUST 19, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 19, 2015 ADRB MEETING WERE APPROVED ON
MOTION BY MR. CASEY, SECONDED BY MR. RIEMER. ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR.CASEY, MR.RIEMER, CHAIRMAN MATTHIES
NAY: NONE
ABSTAIN: MRS ACKS

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 3-0-1

REVIEW AND SUMMARY OF AUGUST 5" and 19™" MEETINGS

Chairman Matthies summarized that from the two previous meetings it appears the groups have
consensus on some points yet are far gpart on other points. Tonight’s meeting would focus on
finding those points that the two groups have consensus on in order to move forward and allow
staff to begin drafting its preliminary ordinance for village council. He briefly reminded
members on the stipulations for the Open Meetings Act. Chairman Behm also asked the public
to hold their comments to five minutes per person in order to conduct the meeting in atimely
manner.

PROPERTY OWNER SURVEY DISCUSSION

Planning Manager Stan Popovich discussed the background of the previous historic building
survey completed in 2013 which covered four areas of the village and included 865 properties of
which 67 were identified as being significant. He noted the boards were tasked with surveying
these properties. Of the 36 surveys that were returned with responses, there was a 50/50 split
where half of the responders were not aware that the village had a historic preservation ordinance
while the other half did. A quick overview of the survey questions followed, along with their
results. Given the figures from this survey, Mr. Popovich summarized that four areas from the
survey stood out: 1) too many regulations; 2) residents not understanding the process; 3)
residents not understanding the ordinance; and 4) the financial costsinvolved. However, what
was not addressed in the survey data, Mr. Popovich pointed out, were those individuals that were
either aware they were eligible or those four homeowners whom would consider landmarking
and why they did not apply or hold off.

Staff was asked to explain the split between residential and commercial structures and the reason
for numerous PIN numbers or duplicated addresses. Chairman Behm then asked membersto
provide the comments they received on their surveys for their assigned areas. Mr. Zimolzak
noted in the commercial area, the surveyed individuals did not want any other ordinance that
would affect them, except to have some other protection, possibly grandfathered in or deal with
sign-related issues. One member said one of the surveyed owners was representing three
individuals in neighboring towns fighting their own historic districts. Clarifying the cost
concern, one member said it was a matter of a compliance cost while Mr. Georcaris noted the
application fee was a concern for the church in his survey area. Details followed regarding the
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First Baptist Church and its changes over the years as well as aresidential home that changed
over the years.

Another issue that was raised by the members was the survey itself. For instance, Ms. Gassen's
surveyed individuals questioned why someone else’s home was considered significant and theirs
was not; that in speaking to property owners, in general, they did not know they could landmark
their home; and misunderstandings of what was contained in the ordinance existed. Similarly,
there were comments that there was confusion between the landmark ordinance and the
honorarium (plaque) from the Downers Grove Historical Preservation. Mr. Georcaris mentioned
that other homeowners, who were, for example, third owners of a home and took much pride and
effort in maintaining their home, would consider landmarking with more information. Mr. Casey
shared that some of the owners did not want to attract attention to their home but thought it was
great their home was considered significant, while another homeowner expressed interest in
landmarking his’her home but did not have knowledge about the ordinance nor know that it even
existed. A common theme that surfaced, as mentioned by Mr. Riemer, was the fact that many
owners did not want something imposed upon them that they did not want and believed the
process should be voluntary. Many residents (some on Prince) did not like the restrictions and
saw no benefit to the process.

Mr. Jarosz summarized what he found with his five homes — two were knocked down for
“McMansions’, one he was unable to contact the homeowner, one owner was surprised his home
was in the survey, and the last owner at Prairie/Linscott appeared very proud of his home, was
interested in landmarking it, but said if he sold his home he would want his home to remain asis.
Chairman Behm commented on the very fine home the Pattersons owned (whom were present at
the meeting). The status of the two remaining homes followed along with the pastor’s response
from Gloria Dei Church, which was very positive and whom wanted to learn more about the
program. Regarding Downers Grove North High School, Chairman Behm said the
superintendent expressed interest, suggesting that the matter could go to the school board for
discussion. He encouraged the village to follow up with those two commercial properties and
reiterated that education and more information needed to get out to the public.

Mr. Patterson, 4502 Prince Street, spoke and stated he was not aware of the survey nor his
home’ s significance; however, he was interested in obtaining more information about the
process, the benefits, any restrictions and have the home remain asiis, if sold. His concern was if
it was worth to invest in new windows or would the home become a tear-down. He commented
he visited the village' s web site and tried downloading information but it was too cumbersome.

Chairman Matthies then questioned whether the facades on buildings could be designated as
historic versus entire buildings — citing the southern facade of the North High School. He asked
if that could be researched.

Mr. Zimolzak noted an easy-to-read educational pamphlet would have to be instrumental in
getting the message out to the public and contain information such as what tax savings a
homeowner might expect in a hypothetical situation. Also, it was pointed out that of the survey
conducted between the two committees, 4 out of 18 homeowners were interested in landmarking
their homes, which was 22%, noting that if more of the public was aware of the process, the
landmark designation would “fall into line” along with staff providing assistance to move the
owners forward. Further discussion followed. Mr. Birch reiterated that regulation, education
and staff support was key to the effectiveness of the entire effort.
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One member felt that continued conversation with those owners who expressed interest in
landmarking should continue, building on that momentum versus waiting for the village to
decide on its preservation ordinance. Comments followed that, most likely, home owners would
walit for the village to complete the ordinance review process.

Mr. Jarosz confirmed with staff that if a landmarked property was sold the landmark status
would carry over. Staff confirmed same and stated it was recorded with the county. However,
Mr. Popovich also clarified that any new owner would have to obtain a Certificate of
Appropriateness and go before the ADRB to obtain ademolition. Adding to the comments,
Chairman Behm explained that an easement could be created and given to athird party, such as
the Historic lllinois, who would then hold the protected easement and would have to agree to any
major change or demolition to the structure. Asto any punitive process involved, Mr. Popovich
explained that most likely the village would issue fines which would have to be determined
through discussions with legal counsel.

Chairman Matthies pointed out what he and Mr. Davenport discussed — that education and
outreach to the public were key and the survey that was taken by both committees reflected
same. However, some surprises that did arise when members were giving the survey to the
residents was that some residents indicated they knew the ordinance very well but in further
conversation, it became apparent they did not. Some asked what were the benefits. Mr. Jarosz
suggested that when the new owners of the 67 identified significant properties move in to send
them a letter welcoming them into their landmarked home; however, Chairman Behm believed a
face to face meeting with them would be more beneficial. Ms. Gassen was curious as to how
those owners who went through the Centennial Homes process would answer the survey.

Mr. Popovich then proceeded to discuss the village's CLG status and the update he received
from IHPA (Illinois Historic Preservation Agency) regarding the discussions taking place at the
village regarding preservation. Hetold the two committees that if the IHPA had any concerns
about ordinance changes it would follow up with the National Park Service. Asto obtaining
grants, the Village is eligible to receive grant funds and in the past has partnered with non-profits
for assistance. He confirmed grants were available and the ADRB could apply for grantsin
October, which Chairman Matthies confirmed and stated should be part of this groups
recommendations.

Regarding last comments about the survey, Chairman Behm believed the original survey and
website needed to be updated with accurate information. Mr. Popovich asked that if members
spoke to the owners they surveyed and their information was inaccurate for some reason, to
contact himto updateit. Mr. Georcaris then questioned aresident’s comment on page 7 of the
survey, stating it related to the culture of the community and, as aresult, he believed a more
tempered ordinance, versus aggressive ordinance, should be considered.

(The two committees took afive minute break at 7:30 p.m. and reconvened at 7:35 p.m.)
DOWNERS GROVE —KEY POLICY DIRECTION DISCUSSION
Chairman Matthies asked to focus on afew topics to reach a consensus in order to direct saff.

Of note, he confirmed with both committees that they were of the consensus for removing the
$400 application fee for landmarking. However, in order to cover administrative costs, he
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recalled there was discussion about increasing the demolition fee. Staff also explained how the
$400 application fee was determined initially. Dialog then continued that it was not up to the
two committees to determine the actual fee amounts and where they should come from. Instead,
staff, through this groups recommendation, would determine the actual fees to be eliminated,
i.e., demolition or permitting fees on renovations, and forward that recommendation to the
village council, once the two groups reviewed staff’s draft ordinance. Ms. Gassen also
recommended removing the COA fees in addition to the application fee, but others agreed it
would be better to waive all fees associated with the preservation ordinance.

Other ideas were voiced, including that aresident should not need to obtain a COA as part of the
landmark status if the resident did not need a permit initially, i.e., primarily for maintenance
items: landscaping, exterior painting, repairing roof shingles, etc. Members supported that
recommendation. Windows were then discussed with staff differentiating between window
replacements that were similar in size needing no permit versus windows being replaced of not
similar size requiring a permit. Members then discussed the idea of reducing the COA
requirements on some of the smaller items and items not seen from the street. The groups
concurred on not requiring a COA for items not visible from a street. Due to a dialog about
windows and siding and their importance, Chairman Matthies recommended discussing these
two topics in the future. Members concurred.

Returning to the education goal, the two groups agreed that the village should apply for a grant

or have staff seek a non-profit entity to partner with that could educate the public about the
village's historic preservation ordinance. The two groups agreed an educational pamphlet at the
counter was necessary as afirst step, but then staff could draft a strategic outreach plan in the
future addressing the various types of outreach that could occur. Chairman Behm noted these are
all passive approaches and it was important to continue taking an active approach with targeted
outreach.

Chairman Matthies then summarized that marketing the preservation ordinance would be
important. Specifically, he reminded the two groups that the ADRB discussed at its prior
meetings the following: 1) better exposure on the city’ s web site; a simplified explanation page;
and a future interactive mapping system similar to Naperville' swebsite. Mr. Casey mentioned
that when the initial survey was done, the residents were contacted via one robo-call but no
follow-up interaction was ever done afterward. Comments followed that personalization was
important as was a plague recognition program or a similar program awarding the best
renovation or addition project, etc. Mr. Casey suggested the village could brand itself as
“Historic” Dowers Grove when additional landmarks were created.

Then the topic of historic districts arose, wherein members agreed the topic did not have to be
discussed currently and the focus should be on individual landmarks, which would, in essence,
create ahistoric district asindividual landmarks were added in the future. Some members
preferred that the topic of historic districts be reviewed later; however, some members preferred
to hear public comments on the subject. Consensus was to leave the language alone in the
ordinance for now. Asto the village’s preservation application packet itself (42 pages),

Ms. Gassen recommended to divide the village's current application into two separate
applications -- one for landmarks and one for a historic district -- and make both concise. (The
St. Charles’ application packet was seven pages.)
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Per a quegtion, Mr. Popovich clarified that the reason the village' s application packet was not on
the web site was because staff preferred to meet with an applicant individually to explain the
process. Detailed steps followed. It was noted staff could review the application with a keen eye
and eliminate extraneous information and the make it smpler. Chairman Matthies recommended
that rather than presenting a 42-page application, staff may want to approach the process from a
softer perspective and provide some general information initially to an applicant. If the applicant
was still interested, then print off the application and walk through it with the applicant. It was
suggested surveying neighboring townsto see if their application was on-line and what it
entailed. Ms. Gassen suggested of creating architectural guidelines (not rules) was also offered
and could be for those owners who had older homes but wanted to keep the integrity/style of
their home in tact, which the chairman suggested to place on the village’' s web site.

Addressing the groups goals, someone pointed out that back in 2007 the village council
discussed the same goals/plans for the preservation ordinance as these two committees were.
This same person questioned why the ordinance appeared to be stalled and asked whether it was
because the ADRB was inactive at the time. He hoped this group could prevent that from
occurring in the future. Mr. Popovich explained that in the first two years, there were two
landmarks. After that some of it had to do with the economy and the fact that it was not a
priority at thetime. Mr. Zimolzak believed having an ongoing budget for the ADRB would also
keep the effort from diminishing.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Chairman Matthies opened up the meeting to public comment.

Mr. Ross Johnson, 5221 Main Street, said he owns a commercial property on Main Street and
thiswas his first meeting. His property was on the list. He asked if the groups would consider a
follow-up survey because he did not believe many in the village knew what the two groups are
trying to accomplish or either the residents glossed over it. Because he felt the number of survey
responses were low, he believed better preservation communication was in order and added that
the face-to-face contact was difficult and time-consuming. If there was going to be limited
participation, he thought the effort may not be worth it.

Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple, with Downers Grove Families for Sensible Historic Preservation
noted there were five members in attendance representing Maple Avenue and Denburn Woods.
He turned members’ attention to page 7 of the survey, specifically the statement, “I am likely to
make an application to designate my house as a historic landmark,” and stated that 50%
responded were “somewhat” to “very likely” to do so and there was sufficient interest. In
addition, since robust and voluntary participation in preservation was the ideal, the challenge of
it becoming areality involved two things, however: having atimeline and having a scope with
the right expectations. Unfortunately he said because the issue around the ordinance was highly
charged and had a perceived sense of urgency, he did not want to seethe groups’ efforts be
thrown away because someone had different expectations about arealistic timeline. He
encouraged the two groupsto review the ordinance the right way and to not rush it. He believed
the 90-day timeline was ridiculous. There was areasonable perception that certain elected
officials wanted a historic district and, regardless of the recommendations made, they may
decide to make changes. He did not like the discussions about urban development zones since it
took the decision away from homeowners. There was also the risk that changes could be made
“through backdoor zoning” due to newly appointed ZBA members.
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Chairman Matthies reiterated that the two groups had come to a consensus that they did not want
to push the ordinance but to make it as “organic” as possible and voluntary, which would be
done through education, marketing and refining the preservation ordinance to make it easier to
read. Ultimately, if council decided to follow otherwise, the public always had the right to vote.

Mr. Lazar added few more points. He believed historic districts should be addressed now since
the efforts on Maple Avenue were fresh in everyone' s mind because he did not like the
aternative, i.e., conservation districts. He asked that when staff removes the fees to make it easy
to understand and that when the preservation pamphlets go out, that the village controls the
message and that they are authorized materials from the village.

Ms. Irene Hogstrom stated she was with the Pierce Downer Heritage Alliance, Friends of the
Edwards House, and on the village's Plan Commission. She stated the PDHA was very excited
to assist with the outreach activity regarding the preservation ordinance. In October, the PDHA
would be holding a public meeting with the hopes of having a historic preservation program on
the agenda. She noted Mr. Popovich has come to a PDHA in the past to discuss historic
preservation. On a personal note, she said she has requested a preservation packet from staff for
her historic home.

Ms. Charlotte Holtzen, 5226 Carpenter Street, stated this was her first meeting with no one
contacting her regarding the survey. Her home was renovated and plaqued (Centennial Home).
While she appreciated the discussions taking place, she believed the village needed to speak to
the residents who lived in the homes and find out what the issues they were running into when
renovating their historic home. She noted the costs associated with renovations of historic
homes.

Ms. Christine Martin, 701 Maple Avenue, isamember of the Friends of the Edwards House and
believed her group of volunteers would be happy to assist with any distribution of pamphlets
from the village.

Ms. Hilary Denk, 433 Wilson St., stated this was her first attendance at a meeting and
appreciated the members' time spent on this matter. She reminded everyone of the homes that
were coming up for the next Centennial. More recently, a bungalow was razed on her street and
only three bungalows remained, resulting in a significant change in neighborhood’ s character.
Ms. Denk invited the two groups and the public to attend two upcoming events -- one on
September 12, 2015 to discuss the results from a suburban preservation survey (sponsored by
Landmarks l1linois, the Illinois Association of Historic Preservation Commissioners, the Chicago
Suburban Preservation Alliance, and the Evanston Historic Society, to be held in Evanston) and
another event on September 16, 2015, hosted by IHPC president, Doug Karre, the historic
preservation planner for the Village of Oak Park. Also at that meeting she said will be a speaker
from the Morton Arboretum discussing the importance of tree preservation. She will be
videotaping the September 16™ event for those members from this meeting who cannot atend.

Last comments and for the record, Chairman Behm stated the two groups here were not political
at all. They are not following guidelines from anybody and are speaking their minds. They are
trying to cross the differences between historic preservation and property rights and have been
diligent from the start. They are trying to look at what is best for the community as awhole. All
sides of this challenging topic were being discussed.
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ADJOURNMENT

MR.LEITSCHUH MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING AT 9:20 P.M. SECONDED BY
MR.ZIMOLZAK. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0.

MRS. ACKSMOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE ADRB MEETING AT 9:21 P.M.

SECONDED BY MR. RIEMER. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE
VOTE OF 4-0.

Respectfully submitted,
IS Celeste K. Weilandt

Celeste K. Weilandt
(Astranscribed by MP-3 audio)
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
AND
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PUBLIC WORKS - LUNCH ROOM
5101 WALNUT AVENUE

SEPTEMBER 16, 2015, 6:30 P.M.
Chairman Pro tem Davenport called the September 16, 2015 meeting of the Architectural Design
Review Board and AdHoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation meetingsto order at 6:33 p.m.
and asked for aroll call:
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
PRESENT: Chairman Pro tem Davenport, Members Mr. Casey, Ms. Englander, Mr. Riemer
ABSENT: Chairman Matthies, Mrs. Acks, Mr. Larson

AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PRESENT: Chairman Behm, Members Mr. Birch, Ms. Gassen, Mr. Georcaris, Mr. Jarosz,
Mr. Zimolzak

ABSENT: Mr. Leitschuh
STAFF: Deputy Village Manager Mike Baker and Planning Manager Stan Popovich

VISITORS: Johnand Kathy Hebert, 802 Maple Ave., Downers Grove; Don Richards, 4735
Main St., Dowers Grove; Mr. Philip Shaw, 5117 Brookbank Rd., Downers Grove,
Mr. Mark Thoman, 1109 61% St., Downers Grove; Mr. Rich Kulovany,
6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove; Ms. Melissa Nyssen 900 59" St., Downers
Grove; Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple Ave., Downers Grove; Ms. Peg Knight, 1101
Maple, Downers Grove; Mr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, Downers Grove,
Chuck and Byron Holtzen, 5226 Carpenter St., Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—-AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE —SEPTEMBER 2, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 2, 2015 AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY
MR.JAROSZ, SECONDED BY MS. GASSEN. VOICE VOTE:

AYE: MR.BIRCH,MS. GASSEN, MR. GEORCARIS, MR. JAROSZ, MR. ZIMOLZAK,
CHAIRMAN BEHM

NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 6-0
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES—ADRB —SEPTEMBER 2, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 2, 2015 ADRB MEETING WERE APPROVED
ON MOTION BY MS. ENGLANDER, SECONDED BY MR. RIEMER. VOICE VOTE:

AYE: MR.CASEY, MS ENGLANDER, MR. RIEMER
NAY: NONE
ABSTAIN: MR. DAVENPORT

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 3-0-1

DOWNERS GROVE ORDINANCE —REVIEW TERM SHEET

Chairman Behm reviewed the powers and duties charged to each of the two committees by the
Village Council. He reviewed the general duties and responsibilities of the Subcommittee and
felt that both Boards were working with each other and proceeding to meet those duties and
responsibilities. Asked if the two committees felt they were on task, general comments from the
groups were positive and that they should focus on Goal No. 2.

In response to some questions, Mr. Baker handed out aterm sheet that was focusing on
narrowing down some of the ideas and concepts that may make their way into a draft ordinance.
The draft ordinance would come at the next meeting. Mr. Jarosz had hoped to see a draft
ordinance from village staff along with the ordinance from the Downers Grove Families for
Sensible Historic Preservation in order to compare the two since some good recommend-ations
were made in both documents.

After discussing the matter, it was decided to follow staff’ s lead and expand the term sheet to
cover Goal No. 2 and the district idea. Mr. Baker explained how the term sheet was created in
order to “capture” what the two committees had been discussing over the past meetings, finding
common themes, and then becoming more specific. Details followed.

K ey Proposed Changesto the Historic Preservation Ordinance

Addressing Key Proposed Change No. 1, Mr. Popovich asked for consensus whether a permit
was needed on window and door replacements. A hearty discussion followed. Chairman Behm
circled the discussion around and asked both committees if they agreed that if someone wanted
to replace awindow or door and the opening size did not change or affect the structure, did the
applicant need a COA? If the door/window was the same size, the only concern Ms. Gassen
voiced was would the replacements work with the character of the home? It was then brought up
that the two committees would give leeway to siding, roofing and other elements, and if they
were going to impose requirements for windows to include divided lights, etc., the committees
had to be careful and consistent — remembering that the committees already discussed keeping
structures versus making them historic and decreasing the loss.

The conversation then turned to someone removing a double-hung window and replacing it with
glass block, wherein it was noted that was the very reason for the review process. But then it
was brought up that a public hearing/notification process would have to take place. Dialog
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followed that the windows/doors issue was minor compared to other aspects and if the two
committees felt it was important for someone to review the windows and doors as it relates to the
character to the home, then it should be important. Asked if changing the windows or door, or
even the type of siding could affect a building’s historic significance, some members thought it
could. Mr. Casey mentioned the concise marketing piece that the City of Moline used for its
landmarking.

Because so much time was spent on this topic, dialog followed that staff would take a straw poll
of the members on each of the 13 Key Proposed Changes and if there were not objections, staff
would move forward or make minor modifications.

Key Point No. 1 — No objections. Move forward.

Key Point No. 2 — No objections. Mr. Jarosz clarified that this applied to exterior improvements
only. Members agreed to use standard language either found in other ordinances or use a graphic
to depict the 90 degree angle suggestion, as suggested by staff. Move forward.

Key Point No. 3— No objections. Move forward.

Key Point No. 4 — No objections. Staff will make minor revisions. Move forward.
Key Point No. 5— No objections. Move forward.

Key Point No. 6 - No objections. Staff will research other codes. Move forward.
Key Point No. 7 — No objections. Move forward.

Key Point No. 8 — Ms. Englander noted that the provision is subjective. Staff noted in other
situations, neglect is handled through the village' s property code maintenance. A suggestion was
made to refer to the village's property code maintenance and remove Key Point 8 all together.

Key Point No. 9 — No objections. Move forward.

Key Point No. 10 — No objections. Move forward.
Key Point No. 11 — No objections. Move forward.
Key Point No. 12 — No objections. Move forward.

Key Point No. 13 — Mr. Popovich introduced the idea of creating a sliding scale for approval
based on the number of consenting property owners. Mr. Riemer suggested 100% consent would
be less controversial. Mr. Casey suggested leaving it at 51% and the change should be made
based on only one instance of a district being considered. He noted district may be along way
off.

Mr. Davenport noted that if it was changed to 100% it may appear that districts are not a priority.
He noted he had no problem with the current ordinance. Chairman Behm noted it is hard to get a
district but how do you make people comfortable with a district, 100% would make people
comfortable. Ms. Gassen brought up the possibility of a non-contiguous district, but noted it
would need to bethematic, i.e. all Four Squaresor all Sears (kit) homes. Mr. Popovich
confirmed athematic district could not typically include various style homes in one thematic
district. Chairman Behm noted the controversy with the 51%, while Ms. Gassen noted with
100% it may not increase the likelihood of a district being created. Chairman Behm noted the
100% gives people an opportunity to participate if they choose, but if they don’t want to
participate they don’t have to.
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Members agreed to remove Key Point 13 and instead require 100% consent for a historic district.

K ey Proposed Changesto the Administrative User-Fee Schedule

Key Point No. 1 — Dialog followed to eliminate the words “offset the impact of eliminating filing

fees’ and for staff to review the incremental increase in demolition fees and determine how it
would affect the preservation efforts. Move forward.

Key Point No. 2 - No objections. Move forward.

K ey Proposed Changesto the Application and Review Process

Key Point No. 1 — No objections. Move forward.
Key Point No. 2 — No objections. Move forward.
Key Point No. 3— No objections. Move forward.

(The committees took a five minute break at 7:50 pm; reconvened at 7:55 pm)

Public Education and Awar eness Strategies

Per Mr. Baker, if there was concurrence with the strategies it would be turned into awork plan.

Strategy No. 1 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 2 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 3 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 4 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 5 — Mr. Jarosz noted this item shouldn’t be a priority right now and wondered how
to define areas for new surveys. Overall, no objections but to add “continue to
complete/update/revise” surveys. Move forward.

Strategy No. 6 - No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 7 —No objections. Mr. Georcaris suggested coming up with a hash tag for historic
preservation in the Village. Move forward.

Strategy No. 8 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 9 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 10 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 11 — No objections. Ms. Gassen suggested the plaque be presented to the property
owners at a Village Council meeting. Move forward.

Strategy No. 12 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 13 —No objections. Add anyone who does a “decent” rehab on a structure, new
construction that matches what is in the neighborhood. Glen Ellyn has four categories. Move
forward.

Strategy No. 14 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 15 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 16 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 17 — No objections. Add design guidelines as aresource. Chairman Behm
suggested that members keep in contact with those surveyed property owners who expressed
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interest in the possibility of landmarking their properties. A discussion ensued about what to say
to those property owners and how to keep them interested. It was noted it would need to occur
quickly so no time or momentum s lost. Mr. Davenport suggested sending interested parties a
summary of what has been discussed by the Village. Move forward.

Incentive Strategies

Strategy No. 1 — No objections. Move forward.
Strategy No. 2 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 3 — Chairman Behm suggested “ historic” improvements not only in districts, but
throughout the Village to create character. Mr. Casey inquired about maintenance and how
Special Service Areas have been used in the past. No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 4 — No objections. Move forward.

Strategy No. 5 — No objections. Staff was asked to clarify what was meant by a rebate program.
Move forward.

Dialog followed regarding the earlier comment about disincentive where someone who wanted
to demolish a building would have to pay a higher fee to do it and possibly think twice about
demolishing it. However, in talking through the matter, Chairman Pro tem Davenport believed
there was a “gray” areathat existed and it could be a potential “tool” used for unintended
purposes in terms of control from the village side.

Members discussed the reasons why someone would purchase a property only to demo the
structure, i.e., the land was more valuable or the structure had the same value as the land.

Mr. Davenport reminded everyone that increasing fees does not affect a builder when
constructing a new home, wherein, it affects the owner who is adding on to his or her structure or
remodeling a home.

Mr. Jarosz suggested an increase in demolition fees for new construction only. Mr. Zimolzak
suggested an increased fee on demolition of historic properties, but the discussion was had about
what would constitute a historic property. Just a surveyed property or alisted property. Talk of
a having atwo-tier fee structure for full teardowns and partial teardowns was suggested as was
discussion about the village staff having a list of the “vulnerable” structures within the village,
similar to Landmarks I1linois and the National Trust. Mr. Jarosz suggested contacting the
various preservation organizations and the community and asking them for their top 10
vulnerable buildings in the village. The information could then be compared, publicized, and
promoted, thereby educating the community and creating less discourse when the next
“Edwards’ house came up. Mr. Davenport noted there isn’t a precedent for that to occur, asthe
Plan Commission doesn’t go out and solicit comments. Mr. Georcaris suggested engaging
middle and high school students in debates about preservation, getting them to talk and to talk
about it a home.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chairman Behm opened up the meeting to public comment and stated five minutes would be
allowed for each person.
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Mr. Philip Shaw, 5117 Brookbank Rd., welcomed historic preservation. He shared how his own
father took him and his siblings to historic places when they were younger. He learned five
standards about historic preservation from a professor. The subject property represents: 1) the
first of itskind; 2) the last of its kind; 3) the best of its kind; 4) is associated with a famous
figure; and 5) something historic happened at the site. He stated the committees were discussing
public policy on private property and he recommended membersto use the five standards,
pointing out the Edwards House may have been 100 years old but age was not stated in the five
standards. He said the village may have to catch up to acquire one of the five standards for
historic preservation. He also reiterated many resources were available to the members and what
the public needed was less administration.

Mr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, believed that Key Point No. 7 under “Changes to the
Ordinance” was a good recommendation which he supported. He believed the village wanted to
reduce the amount of procedure in the committees’ plan yet emphasize the benefits and
objectives of historic preservation programs that the village wanted to sponsor. Asto Key Point
No. 12, he thought it was very innovative to have non-contiguous historic districts but believed a
descriptive theme was necessary to identify them. He agreed with the suggestion for D.5. to
continue to revise and update the historic building surveys but stated that once they were
updated, they should be used. Mr. Goodman distributed copies of the provisions in the village's
current ordinance relating to granting a demolition permit, noting the permit can be granted on
the basis of either a site restoration plan or following the first review of a construction plan. He
cited the Edwards House as an example and believed that for historically significant buildings
that have been identified through the village's survey it was not appropriate to grant a demolition
based on the fact that the building should no longer be located on the site. He hoped the two
committees would revise the criteria for granting demolition permits based on the fact that
buildings have a historic significance and are to be replaced by another significant building
unless they are of public danger. Lastly, under E.3 Incentive Strategies, Mr. Goodman suggested
looking at Geneva' s ability to accept private party donations and make certain improvements
towards historic structures. Examples followed, noting it gives people a sense of participation.

Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple Ave., appreciated the discussion about the 100% voluntary
preservation combined with the non-contiguous approach and believed it would create much
interest in the community. He believed there was an opportunity for interest and progress. Mr.
Lazar asked the committees to have exceptions in the ordinance based on health and
accommodation for those with disabilities.

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., appreciated the committees’ work and supported the
100% vote. Regarding education, he believed it would be good to get the high schools involved
by having debates or essay contests and getting their families engaged.

A note from Melissa Nyssen, 900 59" Street, who could not stay for the meeting, was read by
Ms. Gassen. Ms. Nyssen supported having a delay period for demolitions especially if the home
was historic. Alternatives could be explored, such as moving or buying it for a set period of
time. Ms. Nyssen supported having a significant demolition fee for viable historic buildings.

Other topics discussed included that the definitions for contiguous and non-contiguous districts

should be better defined other than just a“theme” for non-contiguous districts, i.e., akit home
versus a Sears home.
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In closing, Chairman Behm recommended that the committees read the draft ordinances they
were given either by staff or other entities and to review them, comment on what they
like/dislike and send them to Mr. Popovich. Dialog followed on how staff would move forward
with the draft ordinances previously discussed or supplied, the terms sheet, the input received
tonight and what may have not been discussed.

A member asked Mr. Popovich how preservation ordinances address lead paint, asbestos, etc.
and ADA requirements, wherein Mr. Popovich said there were no special standards for single-
family homes since it was a federal regulation. However, it was suggested that the Moline
document, which addresses some of those concerns, be sent to al members and staff.

ADJOURNMENT

MR.ZIMOLZAK MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING AT 9:00 P.M. SECONDED BY
MR. GEORCARIS. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0.

MR.RIEMER MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE ADRB MEETING AT 9:01 P.M.
SECONDED BY MS. ENGLANDER. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE
VOTE OF 5-0.

Respectfully submitted,
IS Celeste K. Weilandt

Celeste K. Weilandt
(Astranscribed by MP-3 audio)
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
AND
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PUBLIC WORKS - LUNCH ROOM
5101 WALNUT AVENUE

OCTOBER 7, 2015, 6:30 P.M.
Chairmen Matthies and Behm called the October 7, 2015 meeting of the Architectural Design
Review Board and AdHoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation meetingsto order at 6:30 p.m.
and asked for aroll call:
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PRESENT: Chairman Matthies, Members Mrs. Acks (arrives 6:35 p.m.) Mr. Casey,
Mr. Davenport, Ms. Englander, Mr. Larson, Mr. Riemer

AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PRESENT: Chairman Behm, Members Mr. Birch, Ms. Gassen, Mr. Georcaris, Mr. Jarosz,
Mr. Leitschuh (arrives 6:40 p.m.), Mr. Zimolzak

STAFF: Deputy Village Manager Mike Baker and Community Development Director Stan
Popovich

VISITORS: Ms. Kathy Nybo, 5253 Blodgett, Downers Grove; Mr. Rich Kulovany,
6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove; Dr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh,
Downers Grove; Mr. Byron Holtzen, 5226 Carpenter St., Downers Grove, and
Ms. Barbara Murphy, 309 41% St. Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—-AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE —SEPTEMBER 16, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 16, 2015 AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY
MR.JAROSZ, SECONDED BY MS. GASSEN. VOICE VOTE:

AYE: MR.BIRCH, MS. GASSEN, MR. GEOCARIS, MR. JAROSZ, MR. ZIMOLZAK,
CHAIRMAN BEHM

NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 6-0

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—ADRB —SEPTEMBER 2, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 16, 2015 ADRB MEETING WERE APPROVED
ON MOTION BY MR. RIEMER, SECONDED BY MR. DAVENPORT. VOICE VOTE:
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AYE: MR.DAVENPORT, MR. CASEY, MS. ENGLANDER, MR. LARSON,
MR. RIEMER, CHAIRMAN MATTHIES
NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 6-0

Director Popovich summarized the work the two committees had been focusing on over the past
four meetings and the types of applications that would be reviewed for Certificates of
Appropriateness (“COA™). Per staff, graphics would depict examples of structuresto better
clarify to an applicant what would qualify and what would not qualify for a COA. Discussion
about the graphics being used followed. Chairman Matthies expressed concern whether the
committees would have any governing ability to review, for example, an application on a historic
home whose owned wanted to install a contemporary element on the rear of his home. He cited
the petition that came before the ADRB last week. Dir. Popovich reminded the two committees
that the focus would be on what would be seen from the street. Chairman Matthies and others
agreed that verbiage should be inserted into the ordinance for these types of review. Further
concern was raised by Mr. Davenport that certain situations could open up an application to a
full review by the committees and not necessarily the review the applicant originally was
seeking.

Dialog then followed regarding review of secondary facades linked with primary facades and
that staff come up with text to address it in the ordinance. Members concurred. Members also
agreed that each case would have to be reviewed on a case by case basis. Per a question,

Dir. Popovich explained how homes located at an angle would be reviewed under Section
12.502.A of the ordinance and addressed roof height and pitch under Section 12.502.B.

Continuing Dir. Popovich reviewed the requirements for Thematic Historic Districts and
explained how an applicant would apply for a contiguous historic district. Examples followed.
Discussion then followed on how an owner, who did not want to be in a contiguous historic
district, would remove himself from adistrict. Again, member comments followed that the goal
was to save the village' s historic homes when creating these types of districts and not necessarily
focusing on having a 100% contiguous historic district immediately.

Dialog was raised regarding the definition of themes, the types of homes that could be grouped
together under atheme, and the fact that the committees probably wanted the definition to be
more specific so as not to leave the committees to make arbitrary decisions (based on personal
preference), which could be challenged. Comments and examplesto the contrary followed by
both members and staff. It was suggested to add text to the definition to address the comments
being discussed above.

For the record, one member, after hearing the explanation of how thematic historic districts
would physically be located, thought it was “illogical” to have a district set up that way. Mr.
Birch suggested that for the contiguous districts, the verbiage could be “relaxed” and be defined
as “either contiguous properties or properties within 400 feet.” However, in discussing the
matter a bit more, members stated that this issue was already addressed in the ordinance and it
could actually jJump-start a larger district.
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Mr. Georcaris pointed out how the committees were really discussing “bundled landmarking”
over “districting” and while the traditional district was more desirable, the thematic districts were
a positive and a new way to look at historic districts.

DOWNERS GROVE ORDINANCE —REVIEW TERM SHEET

Historic Preservation Ordinance — Review Draft Ordinance

Focusing on the ordinance itself, members discussed the following:

Page 9: Since getting 100% owner consent of condominium owners was a challenge, Mr. Birch
recommended to remove it and insert “condominium association-approved.”

Page 14, Line 33: Fix the reference.

Page 2, Line 33, Definitions: Remove the word “chattels.”

Staff was asked to be consistent with its defined terms.

Page 11, Line 15: Dialog followed that the council can table or return an application and was not
“required” to make a decision on an application. [No change here.]

Page 16, Line 27: The notice for publishing would be clarified by staff.

Ms. Englander recommended that staff review the definitions of “Construction” and “Repair”, as
well as the definition of “Demolition” and to add to it the words “other than in connection with
routine repair and maintenance” or similar text. Some members preferred having no percentage
of a structure defined, while others did. A discussion about the definition of demolition and what
would be considered demolition. Staff would review and re-clarify the term “Demolition.”

Section 12.502.A: Under the category of Minor Modifications define the term “in-kind.”

Page 23: Asit pertainsto the Certificate of Economic Hardship — Ms. Englander questioned as
to what amount of time must an applicant file for a Certificate of Economic Hardship;

Page 13, Line 32: For the itemsthat do not require a building permit, it was recommended to
include those items listed under Section 12.501.G, or, more specifically, the words, “The
following items do not require a Certificate of Appropriateness.” Others concurred.

Page 4, Definitions, Line 13, Potential Historic District: Define as “two or more.”

Page 4, Non-Contributing Building: Make this definition part of the second half of the
“Contributing Building” definition.

(The committees took aten-minute break at 7:50 p.m.; reconvened at 8:00 p.m.)
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Returning to the topic of a contributing building as being 50 years or older or having some sort
of historic significance but being less than 50 years old, a member recommended adding
verbiage that says “at least 50 years, or less, at the discretion of the board.”

Page 4, Definitions, Removal: Staff to review how the term is used throughout the ordinance.

Page 1 & 2, Findings: A suggestion was recommended to add verbiage about the “quaintness’
of the village; however, no action wastaken. Mr. Birch suggested that the ADRB should be
renamed to the Historic Preservation Commission; however, it was pointed out the ADRB had
other responsibilities besides historic preservation. Examples followed. However, comments
followed that a historic preservation commission could be created in the future.

Ms. Gassen suggested to add to the ADRB’ s and Village Council’ srole the ability to nominate a
historic district or landmark, now that it required 100% consent, especially for the historic
districts. However, concern was raised that the public voiced two concerns: 1) it did not want
third parties making nominations even if there was 100% consent required, and 2) confusion
about what nominations meant in general. Commentary followed on the positives and negatives
of keeping the words “interested parties’ or inserting the words “ADRB” or “Village Council.”
Members agreed to not include ADRB or Village Council as having the ability to nominate a
landmark or district.

Page 8 & 9: A hearty dialog followed regarding the difference between an application for
designation and a nomination for designation, to which Dir. Popovich indicated the terms were
interchangeable. No changes made.

Page 3 — Staff to define the word “yard” and to refer it back to the zoning ordinance.

Education and I ncentive — Review Final Term Sheet

Deputy Village Manager Mike Baker referenced his report which summarized the public
awareness and educational strategies the two committees discussed in previous meetings.
Dir. Popovich reviewed some of the minor adjustments made in the document.

Ms. Gassen reminded staff that the committees discussed, under public education, the idea of
holding bike or walking tours, abook idea, and having a set of design guidelines for homeowners
to refer. Asked if the committees should be prioritizing the list of items for the short-term and
long-term, Dir. Popovich agreed they could if they chose. Mr. Baker said he envisioned that
once the recommendations went before village council and were supported, it would result in
staff developing awork plan and how they would be accomplished. He believed most of the
items listed were a shifting of resources, since many were already in place currently.

Conversation then turned to staffing and designating someone to ensure that the items get
accomplished, wherein Dir. Popovich reported that a designated liaison would probably report to
the ADRB and take the lead on some of the tasks listed in the report. Members asked that staff
break out the list of tasks asto external resources/internal resources and then the committees
could decide on what tasks needed to be prioritized.

Members also spoke about the importance of completing their surveys and speaking/reaching out
to those neighbors who expressed an interest in landmarking their homes and “were waiting for a
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call.” Mr. Davenport suggested that staff add to the list, as a short-term goal, to hold alocal
outreach meeting.

Staff made reference to the fee schedule that was in the packet. It was suggested to expand upon
the rebate program but to keep it asits own entity. Also, vulnerable parcels located in the
transitional areas were mentioned as a high priority.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Chairman Matthies invited the public to speak.

Ms. Kathy Nybo, 5253 Blodgett, said she contacted the park district and library to seeif they
could hold an educational class on how an owner could landmark his or her house to which both
entities indicated they were interested and willing to work with the ADRB. Details followed on
the types of classesthat could be held. Ms. Nybo offered to assist the ADRB. Members agreed
that both options discussed above, did not affect the village' s budget.

Ms. Barbara Murphy, 309 41% Street (Shady Lane Estates), asked if areas like Prince Pond,
Denburn Woods, etc. were considered thematic historic districts already just by the nature of
their geographic limitations. Mr. Casey explained Maple Avenue and other areas are only
honorary districts that were created by the Downers Grove Historical Society, and recognized by
the village, but they did not have any formal regulation or ordinance. Asto the committees
suggestion of holding outreach meetings for the various areas, she believed it was a great idea,
but if there were no incentives, she envisioned little support for a designation. Some of the fears
voiced by her neighbors included perceived restrictions, relinquishing homeowners' rights, the
expense of hiring architects, absent owners, the affect on property values and the added expense
of maintaining a historic home. She stated that educating the community would be very
important, seeing that the village had such a variety of historic homes,

Ms. Murphy then shared some of the previous attempts she made to create adistrict in her area
with no success. She liked the idea of preserving her home but explained that many buyers
wanted larger family homes and she did not know how restrictive it would be if she landmarked
her home and then had to sell it. Ms. Murphy also commented there were some homes in Shady
Lane Estates that were constructed later and which did not fall within the original style of the
Shady Lane homes, i.e., the Mid-Century Modern homes.

Dr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, Downers Grove, supported the incorporation of a
thematic district versus a non-contiguous district into the village's ordinance but added that
thematic districts had to be mentioned throughout the ordinance rather than just in the definitions
section. Asto the findings, he recommended the committee explain why they were charged by
the village council to get more homes on the historic register in Downers Grove, i.e., because it
was due to matters brought out by the village's comprehensive plan as well asto preserve the
look and feel of the community. He explained that the members needed to explain in this
section what the benefit was, to the community as a whole, to have a historic district.

Regarding staff’ s strategy to complete the historic building surveys, Dr. Goodman suggested that
members explain the purpose of this exercise, i.e., to provide a point of reference, or framework,
of what the village was trying to protect in the community. In addition, he suggested that the
information that was gathered as part of preserving the village's Certificate of Local Government
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be available to the public as part of the zoning map since it reflected where the resources of the
community existed. Chairman Matthies pointed out this was a bullet point the committee was
already recommending to the village. Lastly, Dr. Goodman reminded members that he made an
earlier comment that a historical structure should not be demolished unless there was a
redevelopment plan approved for the site. Again, Mr. Matthies indicated that in order to receive
a demolition permit, an owner would have to submit, in conjunction with the demolition permit,
arestoration plan or construction plan for the new building. However, he pointed out to

Dr. Goodman that this process was outside of the two committees’ purview.

Members also agreed that the survey had to be updated since some of its information was
missing. Dr. Goodman agreed but, again, said that the results from both surveys needed to be
available to the public. Members concurred with Dr. Goodman’s comments and agreed that the
current survey was inaccurate and needed to be improved.

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove, recommended for the education
incentive that staff show the value of landmarked properties. He recommended that staff obtain
atape from the September 16, 2015 meeting of the League of Women Voters who had a
presentation on historic preservation. Lastly, that members attend an upcoming October 15"
meeting of the Pierce Downers Heritage Alliance, 7:00 p.m., a the Lincoln Center, who will be
hosting Mr. Michael Lambert, preservation planner for the City of Geneva. Mr. Lambert would
be discussing successful promotional strategies for historic preservation. Finally, Mr. Kulovany
recommended that coordinated efforts take place between the historical society and the museum
asit relatesto plaguing homes. Clarification of the process followed by a member of the
historical society.

General conversation followed among the members that there appeared to be some confusion
between various entities about historical plagquing and general miscommunications. Members
agreed that the information had to be unified.

Dr. Goodman returned to the podium and thanked the historical society for donating a bronze
plague to the 1845 Blodgett House at the Founders Day celebration. In addition to the survey
information presented and accepted by the village council, Dr. Goodman recommended that the
boundaries of the honorary historic districts that had been designated by the historical society
and accepted by the village council, should also be on the zoning overlay.

No further public comment was received.
ADJOURNMENT
MR.JAROSZ MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON

HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING AT 9:28 P.M. SECONDED BY
MR.LEITSCHUH. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0.
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MRS. ACKSMOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE ADRB MEETING AT 9:28 P.M.
SECONDED BY MS. ENGLANDER. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE
VOTE OF 7-0.

Respectfully submitted,
IS Celeste K. Weilandt

Celeste K. Weilandt
(Astranscribed by MP-3 audio)
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
AND
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PUBLIC WORKS - LUNCH ROOM
5101 WALNUT AVENUE

OCTOBER 21, 2015, 6:30 P.M.

Chairmen Matthies and Behm called the October 21, 2015 meeting of the Architectural Design
Review Board and AdHoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation meetings to order at 6:35 p.m.
and asked for aroll call:

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

PRESENT: Charman Matthies, Members Mrs. Acks Mr. Casey, Mr. Davenport,
Ms. Englander, Mr. Larson, Mr. Riemer

AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PRESENT: Chairman Behm, Members Mr. Birch, Ms. Gassen, Mr. Georcaris, Mr. Jarosz,
Mr. Leitschuh, Mr. Zimolzak

STAFF: Deputy Village Manager Mike Baker and Community Development Director Stan
Popovich

VISITORS. Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple Ave., Downers Grove; Ms. Kathy Hebert, 802 Maple
Ave., Downers Grove; Mr. Byron Holtzen, 5226 Carpenter St., Downers Grove;
Mr. Don Rickards, 4735 Main St., Downers Grove; Mr. Rich Kulovany,
6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—-ADRB —SEPTEMBER 30, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 ADRB MEETING WERE APPROVED
ON MOTION BY MR. DAVENPORT, SECONDED BY MR. REIMER.

ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR.DAVENPORT, MR. REIMER, MRS. ACKS, MR. CASEY,
MS. ENGLANDER, MR. LARSON, CHAIRMAN MATTHIES

NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 7-0
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES—ADRB —OCTOBER 7, 2015

THE MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 7, 2015 ADRB MEETING WERE APPROVED ON
MOTION BY MR. DAVENPORT, SECONDED BY MR. REIMER.

ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR.DAVENPORT, MR. REIMER, MRS. ACKS, MR. CASEY,
MS. ENGLANDER, MR. LARSON, CHAIRMAN MATTHIES

NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 7-0

APPROVAL OF MINUTES—-AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE —OCTOBER 7, 2015

THE MINUTESOF THE OCTOBER 7, 2015 AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON

HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY

MR.JAROSZ, SECONDED BY MR. LEITSCHUH.

ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR.JAROSZ, MR. LEITSCHUH, MR. BIRCH, MS. GASSEN, MR.
GEORCARIS MR. ZIMOLZAK, CHAIRMAN BEHM

NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 7-0

REVIEW AND COMMENT ON REPORT

Ad Hoc Subcommittee/ADRB Comments — Mr. Jarosz thanked village staff for its work
onthe ordinance. Mr. Zimolzak noticed in the Executive Summary there appeared a duplication
of “financial incentive strategies.” Mr. Popovich would follow-up and correct. Ms. Gassen said
she believed the definition of “contributing and potential contributing buildings’ should be
similar to “significant building.” Mr. Popovich said he could modify the definition of
“contributing” to more closely resemble “significant.”

Mr. Popovich explained that the changes, draft minutes from this meeting and the report
will be forwarded to the village council for consideration. He did forward the draft ordinance to
the IHPA for their comments also. Mr. Baker aso provided further detail on what he envisioned
going forward.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chairman Behm invited the public to comment.
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Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple Ave. extended his appreciation for the draft ordinance. He
believed it was easier to comply and protected one’' s property. He also appreciated the 100%
voluntary participation, stating it was a positive.

Mr. Byron Holtzen, 5226 Carpenter Street, discussed the challenges he has experienced
intrying to refinance his older home because so many similar homes have become teardowns
and he has been unable to obtain good comparisons for his refinancing. He believed this
ordinance was a good step.

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., thanked the committees for working together and
respecting each other’s opinions. He believes everyone will have to work hard to ensure that
there is support behind the ordinance. However, he also wanted everyone to realize that
teardowns will continue until there isa lot of support behind the ordinance.

ACTION ON REPORT

a Ad Hoc Subcommittee Action — Chairman Behm entertained a motion.

MOTION BY MR. ZIMOLZAK TO APPROVE STAFF'SREPORT, DATED
OCTOBER 21, 2015, ASWRITTEN AND MODIFIED TONIGHT.

SECONDED BY MR. LEITSCHUH. ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR.ZIMOLZAK, MR.LEITSCHUH, MR. BIRCH, MS. GASSEN,
MR. GEORCARIS, MR. JAROSZ, CHAIRMAN BEHM

NAY: NONE

MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 7-0

b. ADRB Action — Chairman Matthies entertained a motion to approve the report.

MOTION BY MR. DAVENPORT TO APPROVE STAFF'SREPORT, DATED
OCTOBER 21, 2015, ASWRITTEN AND MODIFIED TONIGHT.

SECONDED BY MR. CASEY. ROLL CALL:
AYE: MR.DAVENPORT, MR.CASEY, MRS. ACKS, MS. ENGLANDER,
MR.LARSON, MR. REIMER, CHAIRMAN MATTHIES
NAY: NONE
MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 7-0
Mr. Popovich announced an all day training session is being held in Geneva on November 14,
2015. He asked ADRB members to contact him if they wanted to attend. He will forward the

information again. ADRB meeting dates for next year were also emailed out prior to the
meeting.

ADRB & AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE 3 October 21, 2015



MOT 2015-6572 Page 112 of 119

DRAFT

Chairmen Behm and Matthies thanked each of the committees and staff for their participation in
the discussions and believed some very good opportunities came out of the discussions. Motions
to adjourn the meeting were in order.

ADJOURNMENT

MR. BIRCH MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING AT 6:54 P.M. SECONDED BY MS. GASSEN.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0.

MR. DAVENPORT MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE ADRB MEETING AT 6:55P.M.
SECONDED BY MR. LARSON. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE
VOTE OF 7-0.

Respectfully submitted,
IS Celeste K. Weilandt

Celeste K. Weilandt
(Astranscribed by MP-3 audio)

ADRB & AD-HOC SUBCOMMITTEE 4 October 21, 2015



MOT 2015-6572 Page 113 of 119

RES 2015-6336 Page 5 of 7

Resolution 2015-49

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING THE DOWNERS GROVE
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

WHEREAS, the Village Council has determined the need to convene an
Architectural Design Review Board Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation to
work in conjunction with the Architectural Design Review Board (ADRB); and

WHEREAS, the Village Council of the Village of Downers Grove has
determined that it is in the best interest of the Village and its residents to work
cooperatively on any potential amendments to the Historic Preservation Ordinance
(hereinafter referred to as "the Ordinance") and any other Village ordinances, policies or
plans as may be appropriate to advance the goal of enhanced appreciation for and
preservation of historically or architecturally significant buildings and places in Downers
Grove; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY the Village Council of the
Village of Downers Grove as follows:

SECTION 1. Architectural Design Review Board Ad Hoc Subcommittee on
Historic Preservation, established.

(a) The Architectural Design Review Board Ad Hoc Subcommittee (hereinafter
referred to as the “Subcommittee™) is hereby created. The Subcommittee shall
automatically dissolve December 31, 2015 unless otherwise extended by the
Village Council.

(b) The Subcommittee shall consist of seven (7) members, including the chairperson.
The Mayor shall appoint the members of the Subcommittee, as well as the
chairperson, subject to confirmation by the Village Council. All members shall
be appointed for the term of the Subcommittee, unless otherwise removed.

SECTION 2. Conduct of Meetings; records.

(a) The Subcommittee shall only meet jointly with the ADRB at the same times
and locations as the ADRB. They shall follow any rules concerning the
procedure, meeting and operation of the meetings as the ADRB may have
adopted.

(b) All meetings of the Subcommittee shall be open to the public and conform to
the Illinois Open Meetings Act.

(c) The Subcommittee 'shall keep written records of all of its meetings and
proceedings. Copies of all minutes shall be forwarded to the Village Clerk.

SECTION 3. Powers and Duties.

The general purpose and duty of the Subcommittee shall be to:

{34499750;1}
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(b)
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1. Identify and make recommendations designed to achieve the goals of
(i) increasing the number of properties or areas designated as
landmarks and districts under the Ordinance; and (ii) decreasing or
avoiding the instances of loss of historically or architecturally
significant buildings and places in Downers Grove;

P Create enhanced public awareness and understanding of the
Ordinance;

3, Identify ways to assist property owners and neighborhoods with the
designation application process under the Ordinance;

4, Solicit, consider and respond to public comments regarding historic
preservation;

5; Seek and consider appropriate information or expertise from outside

the community relating to historic preservation, including researching
other municipalities' ordinances and processes relating to historic
preservation;

6. Discuss and consider amendments to the Ordinance including but not
limited to: the process and thresholds for landmarking a structure or
creating a Historic District; applicability of Certificates of
Appropriateness for landmarked structures or in Historic Districts;
designing regulations for new and existing structures in Historic
Districts and for alterations to landmarked structures; regulations for
the demolition of landmarked structures or existing structures in
Historic Districts;

7 Deliver to the Village Council no later than October 31, 2015 any
proposed amendments to the Ordinance and any other
recommendations for Village and/or community actions to achieve an

increase in the number of properties or districts landmarked under the -

Ordinance;

8. Hold regular meetings to discuss and consider accomplishing the
above-mentioned items;

9. Perform any additional duties and tasks as the Village Council may
from time to time direct.

SECTION 4. General Provisions.

All resolutions or parts of resolutions in conflict with the provisions of this
Resolution are hereby repealed.

This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and
publication.
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Passed: July 21, 2015

Publishedyy July 2,i 1
Attest: f,ﬂ"‘d .\ (?1511»
Village Clerk

1\mwires. 15\AdHocSub-ARDC
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Property Owner Survey Responses

1. T am aware that the Village has a Historic Preservation Ordinance.

nYes m Mo

2. If you answered yes to Question #1, I am familiar with the attributes of the Village’s Historic
Preservation Ordinance.

18
16
14
12
10

@ koo

Mot Famiiar Somewhat Very Familiar Mot Applicable
Familiar
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3. 1 am aware that the Village completed a historic building survey in my neighborhood.

mYes mNo

4. 1 am aware that my property was identified as a significant building and is eligible to be a
historic landmark and could contribute to a potential historic district.

mYes mNo



MOT 2015-6572 Page 118 of 119

5. Ihave considered seeking historic landmark designation for my house.

mYes s No

6. Iam likely to make an application to designate my house as a historic landmark.

14

12

m I
o =i I I =

Mot Likely Somewhat Likely Highly Likely  Not Applicable
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7. Why have you not considered applying for landmark status?

Cost Time Too many Don't Don't Mot imerested Crther
regulations understand understand
process ordinance

18
16
14
12

=
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