
 CITY OF BATAVIA 
DATE: November 10, 2016 

TO: Plan Commission 

FROM: Drew Rackow AICP, Planner 

SUBJECT: Blaine Street School Redevelopment, 607 South Jefferson Street  

 PUBLIC HEARING:  Amending the Official Zoning Map from R1-H, Single Family 

Residential High Density to R2, Two Family Residence District 

 PUBLIC HEARING: Amendment to the Zoning Map for a Planned Development Overlay 

 Design Review 

Christine Winkle - Spillane & Sons, Applicants 

  

Background and Information Submitted by the Applicant 

 

A Public Hearing is scheduled for the November 16
th
 Plan Commission meeting to review a Zoning Map 

Amendment with a Planned Development Overlay and Design Review for a proposed redevelopment of 

the former Blaine Street School.  The applicants, Christine Winkle and Mike Spillane of Spillane & Sons, 

propose to convert the existing building into a two unit duplex and construct one single family residence 

west of the existing building.  Two garages would be constructed to serve the duplex.   

 

The school building was constructed in 1909.  It was last used as a Trade School for Painters.  In 2004, a 

former owner proposed redeveloping the property for office use.  This application was withdrawn and the 

property has remained unoccupied since that time.  The property is designated on the Comprehensive Plan 

Land Use Map as Residential 3.5-5 dwelling units per acre and presently zoned R1-H Single Family High 

Density Zoning District.  The property is currently configured (and allowed under the Zoning Code) to 

allow three single family residential lots. 

 

Due to the dimensions of the corner property, the front property line would be Blaine Street. In order to 

address this, the proposed plan would seek modifications to allow certain setbacks, such as the location of a 

garage in the front setback area.  The proposed modifications would also allow the single family lot to meet 

the current R1-H zoning setbacks for its property also to become zoned R2. 

 

Staff Analysis 

 

Overall, Staff believes that the proposal is an appropriate plan to allow for the preservation of a historic 

building, creating an appropriate adaptive reuse.  The proposal maintains the density of units already 

allowed on this property.  Placing both proposed properties under one district creates a consistent 

underlying zoning district for the Planned Development.  In addition to the needed Zoning Code 

modifications, staff notes a some minor site requirements that would be considered as conditions of 

approval.   

 

Design Review is required for the proposed Two-Family property.  The proposed single family home’s 

design is not part of the scope of Design Review, but is indicated to show the proposed setbacks and 

use.  

 

Setbacks:  Modifications to the Zoning Code are necessary due the configuration of the existing 

building relative to the proposed property lines.  The proposed configuration puts the “front” for 

Zoning purposes along Blaine Street.  Due to the nature of the proposed adaptive reuse, the 

modifications allow the creation of one single family lot and maintain the number of units otherwise 
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allowed on the property.  Requiring minimum R2 District setbacks would not allow for the single 

family residence to be added. 

 

The principal structure (the old Blaine St. School building) conforms to the proposed setbacks.  The 

proposed single family residence would meet R1-H setbacks, but under the R2 district, relief is 

required.  The front setback under R2 would require the home to be setback 25 feet, rather than 20 feet 

(inclusive of the front porch).  The proposed location is consistent with R1-H setback and the porch 

allowance.  Required Minimum Perimeter landscape requirements would also need modification, as 

the R2 district contemplates larger duplex lots rather than smaller single family parcels. 

 

For the garages, setback modification is necessary to allow the north garage to be located in the front 

setback area.  An encroachment of an accessory structure 9.5 feet into the required front setback is 

proposed.  Similar relief would be required if this was a corner side property line.  Due to the 

configuration of the site, the proposed garage location best balances typical detached garage location 

for a duplex residence with the space available on the site to build it.  Similar relief is necessary for the 

Minimum Perimeter Landscape Area in this instance. 

 

Building Façade:  For the most part, the School building would remain unchanged.  New windows 

would be installed, with a number of window openings that were filled in (north elevation to be 

restored.  Privacy windows would be added to the (west elevation) to provide natural light into 

proposed bathrooms.  A raised deck would replace the existing fire escape.  

 

Access/Parking:  The applicant proposes to use two existing driveway entrances on Jefferson Street to 

serve the duplex’s two car garages.  Existing sidewalks would provide pedestrian access to the site.  As 

the existing accesses are unchanged, the driveway aprons are wider than the adjacent driveway and exceed 

the current driveway requirements.  Staff recommends reduction of the driveway aprons to match the 

proposed driveways, consistent with Code requirements.  Staff believes this is justified with the change of 

use and in conjunction with the scope of site work to be undertaken.   

 

Landscaping:  The applicant has provided a landscape plan for the duplex site.  Plantings use a number 

of native species and meets requirements for the number of shrubs.  Zoning Code requirements 

necessitate one additional tree, based on the street frontage lengths.  Staff recommends a condition to 

require that tree, as room exists on the north east portion of the site.  Shrubs would provide screening 

between the rear of the duplex and the proposed single family residence.  Additional room exists for an 

additional parkway tree on site, which should also be added to the site plan.   

 

Zoning Map Amendment Findings: 

 
Amendments to the Zoning Map/Planned Development Overlay.  Staff supports the proposed zoning map 

amendment in association with the Planned Development Overlay.  The proposed R2 Zoning District would 

allow for the preservation of the existing building, while allowing the same number of units that would 

otherwise be allowed on the property.  Comprehensive Plan Goals, like Land Use Goal 7, Policy C, which 

encourages the preservation and use of Historic Structures in redevelopments would be met.  A similar Urban 

Design Policy of Goal 2 and Policy a and c, would also benefit from this change.  Additionally housing goals 

such as Goal 1 Policy f, to “encourage varied housing style, densities and types within neighborhoods would be 

furthered..  For rezoning of property, the Plan Commission must review and approve the Findings as listed 

below.  Staff has provided information relative to each Finding for the Commission to consider. 

 

1.  All required public notice has been conducted in accordance with applicable state and local laws;  
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Finding:  The applicant executed the notice mailing and posting of the properties pursuant to the City 

Code.  Signs were posted on November 1, 2016.  Notice was also published in the Daily Herald on this 

date. 

 

2. All required public meetings and hearings have been held in accordance with applicable state and local 

laws. 

 

Finding: With the hearing expected to be conducted on November 16, 2016, this finding will be met.  

 

3. The extent to which the proposed amendment to the Official Zoning Map conforms generally to the 

goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. 

 

Finding: The proposed amendments to the Zoning Map are consistent with several goals and policies of 

the Comprehensive Plan, which encourage varied housing types and the preservation of existing structures. 

The proposed district matches the density specified by the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

4. Is the proposed zoning district and the development it allows compatible with the existing uses and 

zoning of nearby property? 

  

Finding:  The area is characterized by adjacent single family residential along with some  two family 

dwellings.  The proposed district allows density consistent with the surrounding properties.   

 

5. Is there evidence to suggest that property values will be diminished by the particular zoning restriction 

changes? 

 

Finding:  There is no evidence to suggest that property values will be diminished by the proposed R2 

District for the subject properties. 

 

6. If any property values are diminished, does the diminishment promote the health, safety, morals, or 

general welfare of the public?  

 

Finding: There is no evidence to suggest any diminishment, the health, safety, morals and general welfare 

with the proposed change.  The proposed change is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Land Use 

Map, and reflective of density allowed by right on this property under the existing district.  

 

7. Does the proposed zoning change provide a greater relative gain to the public as compared to the 

hardship imposed on the individual property owner?  

 

Finding: The zoning change will provide greater gain to the general public by preserving an historic 

building in good condition in the existing neighborhood.  The proposed district’s limitations are consistent 

with the existing single family district in regard to density, and the proposed setbacks under the planned 

development.   

 

8. Is the subject property is suitable for the zoned purpose?  

 

Finding: The properties are located in an area that contains uses similar those allowed in the R2 district 

(existing two family dwellings) and R1-H District, similar to other adjoining uses.  The R2 district does 

allow single family residences.  The properties are configured to uses that conform to the proposed district. 

 

9. Has the length of time the property has been vacant as zoned been excessive, considering the context of 

land development in the area in the vicinity of the subject property? 

 

Finding: The properties have been vacant or unoccupied since 2004 when last used as a Trade School.  

Surrounding properties had been developed and under continuous use since that time.  The existing 

property has remained vacant due to the historic building needing to be adapted for continued use.  The 
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length of time the properties have been unused is excessive with nearby properties having been used during 

this vacancy.  

 

10. Is there a community need for the proposed zoning or use? 

 

Finding: Overall, there is little undeveloped property under the proposed zoning district.  The proposed 

change would add to the housing mix, while also providing a single family residence.   

 

 

Design Review Findings:  Plan Commission action on Design Review is final.  In considering approval of 

Design Review, the Commission must arrive at findings for approval as specified in the Zoning Code.  

Staff believes that the findings can be found in the affirmative.  Staff provides the following responses for 

the Commission’s consideration.   

 

A. The project is consistent with applicable design guidelines:  The proposed improvements would 

be generally consistent with Design Guidelines for Multiple Family Residential Projects, as applicable 

to duplexes. 

 

B. The project conforms to the Comprehensive Plan, and specifically to the Land Use, Urban 

Design, and Environment Elements: As a proposed adaptive reuse, the proposed design preserves an 

important historic structure, updating it for long term use and re-investment.  The proposed change is 

consistent with density requirements.   The proposed design is consistent with goals of developing to 

blend with the existing context. 

 

C. The project is consistent with all applicable provisions of the Zoning Code: The project 

requests relief from the Zoning Code through the planned development to address unique attributes 

encountered with adaptive reuse.  In all other regards it will be consistent with the Zoning Code.  

 

D. The project is compatible with adjacent and nearby development: The proposed development, 

is consistent with the existing character of the structure.  The plan would restore the existing building 

from a more public use, creating more green space and minor modifications to the façade.  The 

proposed residence is similar the surrounding single family district. 

 

E. The project design provides for safe and efficient provision of public services:  As approved, 

public services can be delivered safely and efficiently. 

 

 

Staff Recommendations 

 

Staff recommends the Plan Commission open and conduct the public hearing for the Planned Development 

concurrent with its consideration of the Design Review.  After closing the hearing, the Commission should 

take the following actions.  

 

Planned Development.  Staff recommends the Commission recommend approval of the Planned 

Development to include the following modifications to the Zoning Code and conditions: 

 

1. Table 2.204 to allow setbacks and minimum required perimeter landscape areas as depicted on the 

proposed Planned Development Site Plan. 

2. Table 2.204 to allow a proposed Single Family parcel to otherwise comply to Table 2.104 of the 

Zoning Code. 
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3. Other modifications as necessary to develop the plan in accordance with the proposed Site Plan.   

4. Provision of drainage and utility easements, as required by the Public Works Department with 

Building permit review. 

5. Addition of one tree to the Landscape Plan, subject to Staff Review 

6. Addition of one parkway tree, subject, subject to Staff Review 

7. Modification of the proposed driveway aprons to comply to current Code requirements. 

 

Design Review.  Staff recommends the Commission review and take action on the Findings for Approval 

as noted in the Staff Memo.   Staff recommends the Plan Commission approve Design Review, subject to 

City Council approval of the Planned Development. 

 

 

Attachment:  Application Package 

 

c Christine Winkle, Applicant 

 Mike Spillane, Applicant  

Mayor and City Council 

 Department Heads 

 Media 

 




















