CITY OF BATAVIA
100 N. Island Ave., Batavia, IL 60510
(630) 454-2000 www.cityofbatavia.net
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
March 13, 2017
5:30 PM
City Hall – City Council Chambers – 1st Floor
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MINUTES
February 13, 2017
Historic Preservation Commission
City of Batavia
Please NOTE: These minutes are not a word-for-word transcription of the statements made at the
meeting, nor intended to be a comprehensive review of all discussions. They are intended to make an
official record of the actions taken by the Committee/City Council, and to include some description of
discussion points as understood by the minute-taker. They may not reference some of the individual
attendee’s comments, nor the complete comments if referenced.

1. Meeting Called to Order
Chair Hagemann called the meeting to order at 5:31pm.
2. Roll Call
Members Present:

Chair Hagemann; Commissioners Bus, Sherer, Hohmann, and Sullivan

Members Absent:

Vice-Chair Roller

Also Present:

Jeff Schielke, Mayor (entered at 5:42 pm); Jeff Albertson, Building
Commissioner; Gary Holm, Public Works Director; and Cheryl Collier,
Recording Secretary

3. Items to be Removed, Added or Changed
There were no items to be removed, added or changed.
Motion:
Maker:
Second:
Voice Vote:

To approve the Agenda
Hohmann
Sullivan
5 Ayes, 0 Nays, 1 Absent
Motion carried.

4. Matters From the Public (for items not on the agenda)
Chair Hagemann asked if there were matters from the public for items not on the agenda.
Liz Safanda, who resides at 1013 Dunstan Road, Geneva, spoke on behalf of the Preservation
Partners of the Fox Valley. She previously spoke to the Commission on January 9 about an
event being held on February 25. She recently spoke to architect Ben Willis, the speaker for the
event, and he is planning on focusing on three case studies. There idea was to stay away from hot
items in this area and focus on studies other case studies. The three areas he is going to focus on
are:
1. Affordable Housing
2. Historic Preservation
3. New Development in a Historic District
She advised that sign up is available up to two days before the conference and that they have a
good turnout. Albertson reported that the City would pay the fee for anyone who wishes to
attend this seminar. Sherer and Bus responded that they are planning on attending.
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5. COA Review: 160 First Street – Awning Replacement (Batavia Enterprises, applicant)
Tom Craven, 240 Chase Circle, Batavia was present representing Batavia Enterprises. He
explained that they were planning on removing the existing awning and replacing it with an
awning that was the same color but a little wider. They would also like to add the letters WEA
and the address of 160 First Street on the window of the entrance door. A photo of the proposed
changes was included with the application. Chair Hagemann asked if the window sign falls
under the HPC. Albertson responded that window signage does not require a permit.
Chair Hagemann noted for the record that this is a significant building, and asked if there were
any questions or comments. Bus stated that this is awning is very consistent with other awning
that have been approved for significant buildings and the color is a nice match with the building.
Chair Hagemann agreed.
Motion:
To approve the COA as presented
Maker:
Bus
Second:
Sherer
Roll Call Vote:
Aye: Bus, Sherer, Hagemann, Sullivan, Hohmann
Nay: None
Absent: Roller
5-0 Vote, 1 Absent, Motion carried.
6. COA Review: 107 North Batavia Avenue – Sign Installation (Express Sign, applicant)
Albertson explained that the applicant was ill and could not attend the meeting so the
Commission had the option of reviewing the application without the applicant present or
continuing it until he can attend the next meeting. Chair Hagemann noted that the Commission
has approved COA’s without the applicant present in the past and asked if anyone had a problem
with reviewing the COA without the applicant present. No one objected. The sign is identical to
the other sign that was previously approved. This applicant has done everything that the
Commission has asked them to do. Chair Hagemann stated that the sign looks good and asked if
there were any questions or comments. Chair Hagemann asked for a motion on the COA.
Motion:
To approve the COA as presented
Maker:
Sherer
Second:
Hohmann
Roll Call Vote:
Aye: Bus, Sherer, Hagemann, Sullivan, Hohmann
Nay: None
Absent: Roller
5-0 Vote, 1 Absent, Motion carried.
COA Review: 121 East Wilson Street – Structure Demolition (City of Batavia,
applicant)
Jeff Albertson addressed the Commission on behalf of the City of Batavia. He noted that this
item is a continuation from the last meeting held on January 23, 2017. The two buildings on
East Wilson Street are 113 E Wilson and 121 East Wilson. The building at 113 East Wilson was
non-contributing and was acting on at the last meeting and approved the COA. This building,
also known as the Frydendall Insurance Building, is contributing and required the second
7.
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meeting. He does not have anything to add from the last meeting unless the Commission has any
questions.
Chair Hagemann stated that based on the discussions at the last meeting, the Commission found
that there was significant information to review at this meeting and be able to act on this COA.
He asked if there were any questions or additional comments. There were none.
Chair Hagemann reviewed the process for demolition of a contributing or significant building as
listed in the guidelines. There are four primary factors and the property must meet at least one of
them. There are eight additional secondary factors. Based on the discussion last meeting, there
were several of the factors met and the Commission would be able to act on this COA. Chair
Hagemann asked if there were any additional comments, or he would ask for a motion on this
item.
Motion:
To approve the COA as presented
Maker:
Sullivan
Second:
Hohmann
Roll Call Vote:
Aye: Bus, Sherer, Hagemann, Sullivan, Hohmann
Nay: None
Absent: Roller
5-0 Vote, 1 Absent, Motion carried.
Albertson reminded that on demolition, the Commission is a form of recommendation, so it will
go on to the Committee of the Whole and full City Council for approval. Bus asked when the
demolition will begin, and Albertson responded that it is anticipated that the demolition will start
in mid to late March.
COA Review: 111-117 North River – Structure Demolition (City of Batavia, applicant)
and
9. COA Review: 124 North River Street – Structure Demolition (City of Batavia,
applicant)
Chair Hagemann noted that this Part 2 from the previous meeting where there is a contributing
building. The Commission found that based on a portion of this, the information given to the
Commission was sufficient enough to be able to act on it or continue the discussion at this
meeting.
Jeff Albertson addressed the Commission about this project. He suggested that the Commission
first review Agenda item 9, 124 North River, which is the contributing property. This property is
the green house on the east side of River Street. There is no new information regarding this
COA.
8.

Chair Hagemann saw Mr. Larson in the audience and asked Mr. Larson if he there was anything
he wanted to add to 124 North River Street. He did not have any additional information. Chair
Hagemann asked if anyone else had additional questions or comments regarding the 124
property. There were no additional questions, so he entertained a motion.
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Motion:

To approve the COA for Agenda Item #9, the demolition of 124 North River
Street as presented
Maker:
Bus
Second:
Sherer
Roll Call Vote:
Aye: Bus, Sherer, Hagemann, Sullivan, Hohmann
Nay: None
Absent: Roller
5-0 Vote, 1 Absent, Motion carried.
COA Review: 111-117 North River – Structure Demolition (City of Batavia, applicant)
Chair Hagemann stated that the Commission would go back to Agenda Item 8, which is to
approve the demolition of 111-117 North River Street. He noted that there have been some
changes in the last couple of weeks in terms of what the City had originally thought of doing
with this property.
Jeff Albertson addressed the Commission about the property. There has been a change to the
original proposal. No one can remember who came up with the idea of proposing to save the
Pump House part of the structure. After the last meeting, there was some conversation with the
City Council who was not aware that this was being proposed. There was additional history on
the building provided to the Council by Mayor Schielke in the form of a slide presentation and
uses of the structure over the years. After that meeting, the direction of the City Council was that
they wanted the entire structure torn down, including the Pump House. The City was provided a
letter from the Illinois Historical Preservation Society that the building had no State historical or
architectural significance associated with it. Chair Hagemann asked Mayor Schielke to share his
information.
Mayor Schielke addressed the Commission about the history of the building. The best way he
can date this building is by his great grandfather’s old house at the corner of Spring and
Washington that was built in 1893, so this photo was taken sometime after 1893. Mayor
Schielke reviewed the records at the Depot Museum and the library. The library has City
directories which showed the listings for these properties over the years. In addition to this, there
are some photos that were taken by Joseph Blair between 1885-1902 from scaffolding that was
set up for chimney repair work at the Challenge Company. Mr. Blair took pictures of Batavia in
every direction. The Historical Society has a set of the pictures which clearly show that this area
was a storage area. A gentleman named JH Warren used this area and did feed and grain, and
farm implement sales. There is a photo of North River Street from about 1898 that shows the
Challenge Windmill Factory. There were railroad tracks that came down by the Challenge
factory and extended to the storage area. There is a parade photo from 1919 that shows the
Larson Becker buildings to the North end in the background. One of the buildings says Pillsbury
Flour on it. One of the photos from the Challenge chimney shows the building as storage for
grain and feed. Eventually, a second story was added to it. There is no way to get from the first
floor to the building, so there was an outdoor access to the south.
Mayor Schielke agreed that Larson Becker has a historic presence in Batavia, and mentioned that
the City Council plans to take about 40 feet along the river front, extend the bike trail through
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this area, and name it Larson Becker Park. The City is also trying to get a Challenge Windmill
to erect on this site because Larson Becker came out of the Challenge Company. The negative
aspect of trying to save this building is that once the north part of the building is torn out, there
would be a big hole in the wall that would need to be closed. The City would also have to try to
figure out some access from the first floor to the second floor. The building would also be
subject to ADA laws, so a ramp would need to be installed in front of the building. There is not
heat in the building so a furnace would need to be added. These items would add up to a large
expense for the citizens of Batavia.
Sherer thought that both stories were built in the late 1800’s. Chair Hagemann stated that the
bottom part was built sometime after 1893.
Brett Larson asked to speak to correct some of the things that have been said. Chair Hagemann
invited Brett Larson to address the Commission.
Brett Larson distributed historic photos of the buildings in 1945, and said that he thought that it
was built in the 1890’s. The next photo was from the early 1950’s and shows the wood
warehouse to the north and the pump house. The pump house is a two story building in the
photo and was built that way as a Hollister Feed Mill. They added the cinder block building to
join them together in 1955. The final warehouse to the north was built in 1971. When the final
warehouse was added, they added the wood siding to the pump house and painted it to make it
all blend together. He noted that there is metal siding underneath the current wood siding. The
basement has a wood floor and was used for storage of all of the fitting bins at the time. He
explained that in the Sanborn map in 1897, the pump house is shown. The final photo is a
picture of old pumps that were museum pumps. When Mr. Larson was at the meeting a couple
of weeks ago, he extended an invitation for the Commissioners to come and see the building, but
only Hohmann and Mayor Schielke came to see it. He indicated that the original building is
sound, all wood and has no leaks.
Chair Hagemann asked if the second story was there originally. Mr. Larson said that the photo
shows that both stories were there originally. Mr. Larson did say that a doorway to the lower
level would need to be added. He said that there is gas service and phone service to the building,
but there is no furnace.
Bus asked what the function was of the cupola on top of the building. Chair Hagemann did not
know. Hohmann said that he could answer this, and explained that the building is a typical
structure for a feed mill for this time period. He said that there was a grain elevator on the front
side going to the cupola, which would have dropped the grain down into grinders. If you look at
the photo from the 1890’s, there is a windmill coming out of the top. He guesses that this is a
power windmill made by the Appleton Company that drove a line shaft down through the
building to run the grinders in the middle of the line shaft.
Chair Hagemann noted that the City originally wanted to preserve this building and asked what
changed as far as the thought process of the use of this as something additional. Albertson
answered that it was for additional parking. This will maximize the parking with somewhere
between 12-15 extra spaces.
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Chair Hagemann asked if there is an estimated cost to bring the building up to ADA, upgrade the
electrical and close the openings. Albertson explained that they hadn’t gotten that far. They had
started to look into the cost of closing the opening and constructing a door, but never got farther
than that. Albertson explained that putting in a ramp for 5 stairs will be a significant ramp.
Going up 5 steps can be a 40 foot ramp. There would also be additional costs for putting heat in
it and relocating the electric service to this portion of this building.
Sherer asked if it would be possible for the City to just board it up so it doesn’t deteriorate, and
then when the property is eventually sold for redevelopment someone may want to restore it.
Mayor Schielke responded that the Council looked at this and the consensus was that this is a
potential problem for the redevelopment of the rest of the property because someone else may
come in and want to do something with this land on the riverfront and would be forced to keep
this building. The aldermen asked what the plans would be for the building, and someone said it
could be a visitor’s center. The Batavia Historical Society and the Park District are trying to get
private donations to make the Depot Museum and the other museum to make it a visitor’s center.
Another idea was a Santa Clause house, but this would only be used a couple of weeks a year.
The City does not want a boarded up building on River Street.
Chair Hagemann agreed that it would not be a good solution to board it up.
Mr. Larson mentioned that once it is gone, it is gone. He understands that there are monetary
issues to keeping the building, but added that it is a neat old building and part of Larson Becker
for 70 years. He said they are flattered about the City making a park, although he doesn’t
understand where that would be or the concept of it.
Chair Hagemann thanked Mr. Larson for the comments and the pictures. He expressed
frustration that this COA originally was presented to the Commission one way and now was
being changed. He asked if, from a procedural standpoint, as the Commission held the first
meeting and agreed that they had enough information to act on the COA but now that
information has changed. He inquired if they could still proceed with any action on this COA at
this time. Albertson responded that the building is non-contributing, so they can act on it
tonight. Chair Hagemann asked how this slipped through and was listed as a non-contributing
building.
Sherer asked if the pump house had a separate address. Mayor Schielke responded that he did
not know anything about this discussion until after the Commission had their last meeting. He
indicated that the staff told him that they were looking to save this building at this time.
According to his research and what the pictures show, there was not a lot of solid history at this
building other than Larson Becker being there.
He wanted to explain about the Larson Becker Park. He said in 2007-2008, Speaker Hastert
gave the City $2,000,000 to do enhancements to the bridge, which are the two walkways that go
underneath the bridge and the four outlooks on top of the bridge. They connected that on to the
pedestrian bridge idea, but the pedestrian bridge and the bike path don’t work well together right
now. The City has done surveys, and nearly 70% of bicyclists don’t use that route. This park
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will bring the bike trail right up to this property and bring it up to where this property meets the
old Challenge building property, and then put it back on the sidewalk. The City’s full intention
is to resell this property at a future date, and think that it will make it easier to sell this property
with the bike trail already in place.
Bus mentioned one encumbrance on this property is the old electrical lines, and to make the
property really valuable the lines will have to be put underground.
Bus explained that he made the motion at the last meeting to refer this back to the City because
the Commission was getting the message that they were having second thoughts and were going
to try to save this building. Now it comes back to the Commission in the original form to
demolish all of the structures and that is what the Commission is acting on tonight.
Motion:
Maker:
Second:

Motion to approve the demolition application for 111-117 North River Street as
submitted.
Bus
Sherer

Chair Hagemann asked if there was any other discussion.
Hohmann stated that he is not going to vote to support this. He understands the expense to the
City, but he feels that saving structures that are unique is important. He sees this building as an
early example of how people got things done in this town. He also thinks it adds a unique
architectural prospective to this area. He does not think it was something that would be a
hindrance to this area after it was repurposed. He can’t support tearing down the structure,
especially with the fact that we don’t know 100% if the project is going to be approved.
Sullivan asked if procedurally, since the Commission passed a motion at the last meeting with
this restriction in it, the motion this evening would overrule that. Bus thought the Commission
had just referred it back to the City that if they want to save this building, they should resubmit
the application stating this. Sullivan stated that he is going to support the demolition because he
just doesn’t see what could be done with this building on an interim basis.
Chair Hagemann shares some of the concerns that Hohmann has, and feel that this building was
not categorized correctly as non-contributing to begin with. This potential project has caused the
Commission to have to act on demolishing one of the oldest structures in the City with the
Baptist Church and two other contributing properties. What makes him lean toward supporting
this is that he also wants history to push Batavia forward. He would like to hear a little more
about the thought process into the park that would be built.
Mayor Schielke explained that the idea is to ramp up the causeway on the river up to this piece
of property and take a nice strip of land along the Larson Becker property up to where it meets
the Challenge property. There would be some benches and trees put in and a bike trail through
the area. He discussed the power lines and said that they are the Com Ed lines that are the
backup power to Geneva and St Charles. There may be a future opportunity to use TIF money to
bury the lines. He stated that the plan is to create a very nice park area and hopefully have a
desirable development go in right behind it on River Street.
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Chair Hagemann asked if the intention is that when the area is sold for redevelopment, a portion
of it will be retained by the City for the park. Mayor Schielke answered that this is what is
planned. Chair Hagemann thanked the Mayor for the information.
Chair Hagemann expressed his opinion that when talking about preserving this history, and as
with the Baptist Church, the cost of restoring and maintaining the building had to be considered,
as well as the fact that the developer was willing to pay tribute to the building there and the City
is willing to pay tribute to Larson and Becker. He will reluctantly support the demolition of this
property under these circumstances.
Bus reminded that he had already made the motion.
Sherer asked if there was any way to take a part of the pump house building and make it a part of
the park. Mayor Schielke said he would be open to any ideas. Mr. Larson stated that the
building has metal siding with signage painted on it under the wood siding, so it is unknown
what will be found when they demolish the building. Chair Hagemann stated the Commission
would encourage the City to look at these options as they go through the process.
Roll Call Vote:

Aye: Bus, Sherer, Hagemann, Sullivan,
Nay: Hohmann
Absent: Roller
4-1 Vote, 1 Absent, Motion carried.

10. Updates
Chair Hagemann asked if there were any updates on the listed items.
Albertson reported that there are no significant updates today. The owners will be sent a letter
giving them a deadline to finish the open projects.
No update on the Certified Local Government process.
Sherer asked if the Anderson Block Building is completed. Albertson stated that there are still a
couple of issues that need to be finished, but nothing major. Sherer commented that there was a
post on Facebook saying that the owner was not going to put any additional money into this
property. Albertson stated that the owner has to maintain the property just like any other
property owner, and if it starts to deteriorate again the City will be after him to correct the
problem.
Albertson reported that he thinks the contractor for 103 East Wilson Street will be coming back
to the Commission with additional ideas for the window at 103 East Wilson Street at the next
meeting.
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11. Other Business
There was no other business to discuss
12. Adjournment
There being no other business to discuss, Chair Hagemann asked for a motion to adjourn the
meeting at 6:32 pm; Made by Sullivan; Seconded by Hohmann. Motion carried.

Minutes respectfully submitted by Cheryl Collier

MINUTES
February 27, 2017
Historic Preservation Commission
City of Batavia
Please NOTE: These minutes are not a word-for-word transcription of the statements made at the
meeting, nor intended to be a comprehensive review of all discussions. They are intended to make an
official record of the actions taken by the Committee/City Council, and to include some description of
discussion points as understood by the minute-taker. They may not reference some of the individual
attendee’s comments, nor the complete comments if referenced.

1. Meeting Called to Order
Chair Hagemann called the meeting to order at 5:31pm.
2. Roll Call
Members Present:

Vice-Chair Roller; Commissioners Bus, Sherer, and Hohmann

Members Absent:

Chair Hagemann, Commissioner Sullivan

Also Present:

Jeff Albertson, Building Commissioner; and Cheryl Collier, Recording
Secretary

3.

Approve Minutes for January 23, 2017

Motion:
Maker:
Second:
Voice Vote:

To approve the minutes for January 23, 2017
Sherer
Hohmann
4 Ayes, 0 Nays, 2 Absent
Motion carried.

4. Items to be Removed, Added or Changed
There were no items to be removed, added or changed.
5. Matters From the Public (for items not on the agenda)
Vice-Chair Roller asked if there were matters from the public for items not on the agenda. There
were none.
COA Revision Review: 103 East Wilson Street – Window Replacement (Brad Colby,
applicant)
Brad Colby addressed the Commission representing the Martinez family. He is planning on
replacing the second story windows at 103 East Wilson Street. He has reviewed what the
Commission had previously approved, which was aluminum clad windows with true divided
light. The manufacturer that he uses is Marvin Windows, and they have three options. One
option is the aluminum clad simulated divided light with a spacer bar; another option is authentic
divided light with a wood frame; and the third option is custom aluminum clad true divided light.
The third option is extremely costly, and Mr. Colby was originally informed that there would be
no warranty on the window with this option because of the size of the window. The window size
is over eight feet. He contacted the Marvin architectural representative, who indicated that they
would warranty this window, but the cost of the window is more than double the simulated
6.
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divided light. He is recommending the aluminum clad simulated dividing light window with
spacer bars, and has a letter of intent with Mr. Martinez to install this type of window.
Mr. Colby expressed his concern about the wood clad window and the amount of maintenance it
would require. It would need to be painted at least every two years, especially with the way that
it is installed into the masonry. Albertson asked for the cost of the different window types.
The cost of the aluminum clad simulated divided light window with spacer bars is $45,000; the
cost of the wood clad authentic divided light window is $48,800; and the cost of the aluminum
clad authentic divided light window is $81,000. These prices do not include the labor to install
the windows, but including labor the aluminum clad true divided light with installation would be
about $100,000. He had an example of the simulated divided light with spacers and indicated
that it really looks just like the authentic divided light. The authentic divided light is custom
made, so he did not have an example of that.
Bus asked which window the Commission had previously approved. Albertson indicated that the
Commission had approved the aluminum clad true divided light. Mr. Colby explained that the
true divided light window would also take an additional twelve weeks to order and have
delivered.
Roller explained that the simulated divided light windows that the Commission had previously
looked at did not have spacer bars, and just had dividers on the outside of the window. She
thought that this window looked more authentic.
Mr. Colby showed the Commission the grill that would be used for the simulated divided light
window. The grill is close to the same size grill as the window currently has. Roller asked what
size it was, and Mr. Colby responded that it is 1 15/16 inches. Sherer thought the grill looked
very wide. Albertson explained that the windows are 40 inches by 8 feet, so the grill will look
smaller on that size window. The grill is also available in a 1 1/8 inch, but that was much
smaller than the current windows have on them.
Bus asked if Mr. Colby was proposing the window that he was showing to the Commission as an
example, and Mr. Colby responded not quite. Mr. Colby said he is proposing a direct glazed
window in bronze that has simulated divided light with a spacer bar, and has the same aluminum
casing as the example that he brought with him. Bus asked if the window would open. Mr.
Colby responded that it would not open. Sherer asked if the window would match the current
configuration of divided lights, and Mr. Colby said that it would. Sherer asked if there would be
a design in the curved part of the window, and Mr. Colby answered that it would not. Bus asked
if the arches would change, and Mr. Colby responded that they would not change and the
window would match the windows that are currently installed.
Sherer asked about the color of the grill. Mr. Colby said that it was bronze and passed out a
sample of the bronze colored grill. This is the color that was approved at the past meeting with
the contractor that was working on this project at the time.
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Bus asked if the Commission approved a window for this project previously. Albertson
responded that they had approved the aluminum clad true divided light window, and this is a
revision that they are proposing. The original proposal was to do a square window with a
fiberglass panel for an arch. The Commission said no and that they would like a matching
window that included the arch.
Bus indicated that he would like them to be careful because this is a high visibility location, and
it would be compared to City Hall eventually. He asked what the differences between what is
being proposed here tonight and what was previously approved.
Mr. Colby indicated that the only difference was that this window is an aluminum cased
simulated divided light with spacers instead of an aluminum cased true divided light. He
believes that the simulated divided light has much less room for error.
Albertson said that Staff is supportive of this concept because of the maintenance issue, and he
believes that the window with the simulated divided light with spacer bars will not look any
different than the true divided light, especially on the second floor of the building. Roller agrees
that most people would not even notice the difference, even if the window was on a first floor.
Albertson also mentioned the cost factor for the owner.
Sherer asked about the wood case selection. Albertson responded that with this option they
would be back trying to get the owners to maintain the windows, which has been a problem all
along.
Sherer was concerned that if the Commission approves this option with the spacer bars, someone
else could come in with an inferior simulated divided light window and expect the Commission
to approve it because they approved this window. Albertson explained that the Commission
could specify the window as being a simulated divided light with spacers (SDLS).
Bus asked what exactly the Commission is being asked to do tonight. Albertson responded that
they are being asked to approve this updated version of the window in the revised proposal. Bus
noted that the application that they have is from October 7, 2016 and has all of the old
information on it, including the three difference options. He asked if there is a revised or
resubmitted application to be signed by Vice-Chair Roller for approval. Albertson stated that
the Commission has never done this in the past. Bus stated that the Commission has been
presented with a different product than was originally approved. He feels that because this is
different than what the Commission approved, it should have a new or amended application
representing the change. He noted that this is a high visibility location and the Commission or
someone else may need to refer to this in the future. He said the applicant came before the
Commission and did a good job and represented a better product. This should be reflected in a
COA that is revised to show the changes/revisions to the October 2016 COA.
Hohmann asked Mr. Colby what it would do to his timeline if the Commission pushed this item
to the next meeting for approval. Mr. Colby responded that he did not plan on doing the
contract with Mr. Martinez for a couple of weeks so this would not affect his timeline.
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Albertson stated that this is not how a revision has been handled in the past, and if the
Commission wants to do it this way going forward, he needs to know this. Bus responded that
with a building of this significance and prominent location, he thinks there should be a new
application that represents the new or revised product. Albertson noted that he can’t just do this
for this building, but would have to do it for any project that is revised in the future. Hohmann
agreed with Bus that if it is a new product, it should have a new application.
Motion:

To support the window product that was presented tonight and to have the
applicant submit an amended COA representing the new product at the next
meeting.
Maker:
Bus
Second:
Hohmann
Roll Call Vote:
Aye: Bus, Sherer, Roller, Hohmann
Nay: None
Absent: Hagemann, Sullivan
4-0 Vote, 2 Absent, Motion carried.
Albertson will work with Mr. Colby to have an updated or new application at the next meeting.
Mr. Colby will try to be at the meeting in two weeks, and will clarify the width of the lights in
the windows and the exact grill size.
Bus stated that the new application has to clearly reflect that it supersedes the Commission’s
previous action. Sherer agreed that it is good that the Commission is getting a revised
application because if they just vote on something and there is no paperwork to back up what is
voted on, there is no record of it. Albertson responded that there would be a record in the
minutes. Albertson said that he would have the revised application for the window at the next
meeting, and also noted that right after the current application was sent out, he received an
application for a wall sign for the same building.
7. Updates
Vice-Chair Roller asked if there were any updates on the listed items. Albertson reported that
there were no specific updates tonight. They are still working on getting notifications to the
owners of a deadline to complete their projects.
8. Other Business
Vice-Chair Roller asked the Commission to talk about the review process for revisions to a
COA, and asked if this will be for any changes or major changes.
Motion:

Reflecting the discussion tonight on Item #6, in the future when the Commission
has previously approved a COA and the applicant comes back in with a
significant revision, amendment or change that in the opinion of the Commission
warrants a new application for a COA, that this be the Commissions’ policy for
the future.

Maker:
Second:

Bus
Hohmann
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Roll Call Vote:

Aye: Bus, Sherer, Roller, Hohmann
Nay: None
Absent: Hagemann, Sullivan
4-0 Vote, 2 Absent, Motion carried.

Albertson wanted to follow up on this motion. He stated that the way he is intending to enforce
this policy is that any changes that come to the Commission will have a new application. He
does not want to wait to find out if the Commission considers it a significant change or not
because then the applicant will have to wait another two weeks to have another application
considered. Bus commented that he used the word significant intentionally because if it is
something that is mundane, he doesn’t want to burden applicants with having to come back to
the Commission if it is not significant. He said that his motion is what it is and the Commission
would be happy to work with staff is there is a question, but he thinks staff needs to use some
good common sense. If there is a doubt, then bring it back to the Commission. Hohmann agrees
with Albertson that it is a customer service issue for the applicant.
Bus reported that he and Sherer attended the workshop that was held at City Hall last Saturday,
and it was nice to have the City of Batavia City Hall being chosen as the place to host the event.
He said that it was well attended by the public and members of the preservation commissions
from the State of Illinois and also the Tri-Cities. This is the first in a series of seminars, and
maybe in the future they will focus in on significant issues, such as windows. Bus remarked that
he thought what the Commission did today or will do in two weeks on this particular window is
an important step forward, and he thinks that this window is a great product. He doesn’t know if
other Tri-City Commissions would feel the same way, but maybe we can learn from each other.
For example, St Charles coordinates better with their Planning Commission which is something
we could work on in Batavia.
Albertson reported that the Planning Commission is meeting on March 15 to discuss the design
review of 1 North Washington. Bus suggested that maybe the Plan Commission Chair should
invite the members of the Historical Preservation Commission to their next meeting. Albertson
noted that the members are invited to any meeting in the City as the meetings are public
meetings. Bus reiterated that he said that maybe the Chair should invite them. Albertson
responded that he would pass that along to the Plan Commission Chairman.
9. Adjournment
There being no other business to discuss, Vice-Chair Roller asked for a motion to adjourn the
meeting at 6:18 pm; Made by Sherer; Seconded by Hohmann. Motion carried.

Minutes respectfully submitted by Cheryl Collier

