
 

AGENDA 

CITY OF ST. CHARLES 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

ALD. ED BESSNER – CHAIRMAN 
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 2018 - 7:00 PM 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

2 E. MAIN STREET 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 

3. COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

 

a. Recommendation to approve a revised Exhibit “I” to the Façade Improvement 

Agreement for 225 W. Main St. (Homebrew Shop). 

 

b. Historic Preservation Commission recommendation to deny a Certificate of 

Appropriateness for demolition of the primary structure and rear addition of 217 

Cedar Ave.  

 

c. Recommendation to direct staff to issue a Request for Proposals for First Street 

Redevelopment- Buildings 6, 7B and 8. 

 

4. ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 
 

5. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 Personnel –5 ILCS 120/2(c)(1) 

 Pending Litigation – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(11) 

 Probable or Imminent Litigation – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(11) 

 Property Acquisition – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(5) 

 Collective Bargaining – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(2) 

 Review of Executive Session Minutes – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(21) 
 

 6. ADDITIONAL ITEMS FROM MAYOR, COUNCIL, STAFF OR CITIZENS. 
 

 

 7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

 
ADA Compliance 

Any individual with a disability requesting a reasonable accommodation in order to participate in a public 

meeting should contact the ADA Coordinator, Jennifer McMahon, at least 48 hours in advance of the scheduled 

meeting. The ADA Coordinator can be reached in person at 2 East Main Street, St. Charles, IL, via telephone at 

(630) 377 4446 or 800 526 0844 (TDD), or via e-mail at jmcmahon@stcharlesil.gov.  Every effort will be made 

to allow for meeting participation.  Notices of this meeting were posted consistent with the requirements of 5 

ILCS 120/1 et seq. (Open Meetings Act). 

 

mailto:jmcmahon@stcharlesil.gov


AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  

Title: 
Recommendation to approve a Revised Exhibit “I” to the 
Façade Improvement Agreement for 225 W. Main St. 
(Home Brew Shop).  

Presenter: Russell Colby 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee Date:  February 12, 2018 

Proposed Cost:  $20,000 Budgeted Amount:  $20,000 Not Budgeted:     ☐ 
Executive Summary (if not budgeted please explain): 

A Façade Improvement Grant was awarded to Edward Seaman in June of 2016 for renovations to 225 
W. Main St. The following scope of work was approved in the Grant Agreement:

 Removal of EIFS and installation of stucco on the west and south elevations.
 Installation of a stone veneer knee wall and stone sill along the bottom 3 ft. of the west

elevation.
 Installation of aluminum coping over the west parapet wall.

The cost of the work was estimated at $51,000. The maximum grant of $20,000 was awarded which 
has not been paid out.   

Renovations to the building are ongoing and the scope of work has grown since original approval. Due 
to unforeseen structural issues on the west and south elevations, substantial portions of the second floor 
wall had to be demolished and rebuilt. The Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed and 
approved the following changes to the project scope:   

 Removal of EIFS and installation of fiber cement siding on the west and south elevations.
 Replacement of the second floor windows with double-hung windows and changes to the

window locations.
 Addition of a double-hung window on the south elevation.
 New storefronts on the west elevation.
 Extension of the parapet wall on the west and south elevations.

The applicant has provided a revised scope of work with cost estimates to replace the scope of work 
attached to the Grant Agreement as Exhibit “I”.  The total cost of work is estimated at $135,584.58. 
The original grant amount of $20,000 will not change.  

Attachments (please list):  
Revised Scope of Work, Revised Plans, Grant Agreement from 2016 

Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Recommendation to approve a Revised Exhibit “I” to the Façade Improvement Agreement for 225 W. 
Main St. (Home Brew Shop)   
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Job:      Home Brew Shop facade 
Address: 225 W Main St. 
   St. Charles, Il 60174  

Trade Description Cost

Roofing Strip existing roof to deck, repair as needed. Install Code compliant 
insulation to roof deck. Complete installation of TPO roofing system 
with metal trim at parapet walls. 

$27,740.00

Siding Install Liquid applied waterproofing membrane to all existing and 
repaired masonry on west and south elevations. Install Zip Weather 
resistant sheathing to newly framed walls on west elevation. Install 
treated furring strips to entire elevation to provide a rain screen and 
vented wall system. Install James Hardie siding over vented rain 
screen on west and south elevations as shown below. 

$39,020.00

Masonry Install Thin stone veneer with 2” limestone sill, 3’ high to entire west 
and south elevations.

$14,123.80

Windows Install 21 Marvin Integrity windows to second floor on west and south 
elevations. 

$22,300.78

Store Fronts Rebuild and install new ADA complaint concrete approach and door 
ways. Install new Store front glass and doors at west elevation.  

$26,400.00

Electric Install new lighting at store fronts and entry on west elevation. $6,000.00

TOTAL $135,584.58

Brad Colby- (331) 588-5336 
BCBCarpentry@icloud.com 

816 Park St. Batavia IL, 60510 

FACADE GRANT UPDATE

Contact:  Ed Seaman  
     (224) 238 9303 
     ed@homebrewshopltd.com 
Date:        2/8/18
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225 W. Main St.
Structural and Exterior remodel

James Hardie Lap siding and trim
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City of St. Charles 

Facade Improvement Agreement 

 
 
 
 THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this 20th day of June, 2016, between the City of St. Charles, 

Illinois (hereinafter referred to as "CITY") and the following designated OWNER/LESSEE, to wit: 

 Owner/Lessee's Name:    Edward Seaman 

 Name of Business :    Home Brew Shop 

        Tax ID#/Social Security #  334-50-3519  

        Address of Property to be Improved:  225 W. Main St., St. Charles, IL 60174 

        PIN Number:    09-27-364-001 

 

 WITNESSETH: 

 WHEREAS, the CITY has established a Facade Improvement Program for application within the 

St. Charles Facade Improvement Business District ("District"); and  

 WHEREAS, said Facade Improvement Program is administered by the CITY with the advice of 

the Historic Preservation Commission and is funded from the general fund for the purposes of controlling 

and preventing blight and deterioration within the District; and 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to the Facade Improvement Program CITY has agreed to participate, 

subject to its sole discretion, 1) in reimbursing Owners/Lessees for the cost of eligible exterior 

improvements to commercial establishments within the District up to a maximum of one-half (1/2) of the 

approved contract cost of such improvements and 2) in reimbursing Owners/Lessees for 100% of the cost 

of the services of an architect for such facade improvements up to a maximum of $4,000 per building, as 

ejohnson
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set forth herein, but in no event shall the total CITY participation exceed ten thousand dollars ($10,000) 

per facade, as defined herein, for eligible improvements to the front and/or side of a building, and ten 

thousand dollars ($10,000) per building for eligible rear entrance improvements, with a maximum  

reimbursement amount of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) per building; and 

 WHEREAS, the OWNER/LESSEE's property is located within the Facade Improvement 

Business District, and the OWNER/LESSEE desires to participate in the Facade Improvement Program 

pursuant to the terms and provisions of this Agreement. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements obtained herein, 

the CITY and the OWNER/LESSEE do hereby agree as follows: 

 SECTION 1:   

 A. With respect to facade improvements to the front and side of a building and related eligible 

improvements, the CITY shall reimburse OWNER/LESSEE for the cost of improvements to the 

OWNER/LESSEE's property at the rate of fifty percent (50%) of such cost, and shall reimburse 

OWNER/LESSEE for 100% of the cost of fees for architectural services pertaining to such improvements, 

up to a maximum amount of $4,000 per building as defined herein, provided that the total reimbursement 

for improvements to the front and side of a building and related eligible improvements and architectural 

services shall not exceed ten thousand dollars ($10,000) per facade as defined herein.   

 B. With respect to improvements to rear entrance(s) of a building and related eligible 

improvements, the CITY shall reimburse OWNER/LESSEE for the cost of improvements to the 

OWNER/LESSEE's property at the rate of fifty percent (50%) of such cost, and shall reimburse 

OWNER/LESSEE for 100 % of the cost of fees for architectural services pertaining to such 

improvements, up to a maximum amount of $4,000 per building, provided that reimbursement for 

landscaping materials and installation shall not exceed $1,000 per building, and provided that the total 
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reimbursement for rear entrance and related eligible improvements and architectural services shall not 

exceed ten thousand dollars ($10,000) per building. 

 The actual total reimbursement amounts per this Agreement shall not exceed $20,000 for facade 

improvements to the front and side of a building and related eligible improvements and $0 for 

improvements to rear entrance(s) of a building and related eligible improvements.  The improvement costs 

which are eligible for City reimbursement include all labor, materials, equipment and other contract items 

necessary for the proper execution and completion of the work as shown on the plans, design drawings, 

specifications and estimates approved by the City.  Such plans, design drawings, specifications and 

estimates are attached hereto as Exhibit I. 

 SECTION 2:  No improvement work shall be undertaken until its design has been submitted to 

and approved by the City Council.  Following approval, the OWNER/LESSEE shall contract for the work 

and shall commence and complete all such work within six months from the date of such approval. 

 SECTION 3:  The Director of Community and Economic Development shall periodically review 

the progress of the contractor's work on the facade improvement pursuant to this Agreement.  Such 

inspections shall not replace any required permit inspection by the Building Commissioner and Building 

Inspectors.  All work which is not in conformance with the approved plans, design drawings and 

specifications shall be immediately remedied by the OWNER/LESSEE and deficient or improper work 

shall be replaced and made to comply with the approved plans, design drawings and specifications and the 

terms of this Agreement. 

 SECTION 4:  Upon completion of the improvements and upon their final inspection and approval 

by the Director of Community and Economic Development, the OWNER/LESSEE shall submit to the 

CITY a properly executed and notarized contractor statement showing the full cost of the work as well as 

each separate component amount due to the contractor and each and every subcontractor involved in 
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furnishing labor, materials or equipment in the work.  In addition, the OWNER/LESSEE shall submit to 

the CITY proof of payment of the contract cost pursuant to the contractor's statement and final lien 

waivers from all contractors and subcontractors.  The OWNER/LESSEE shall also submit to the CITY a 

copy of the architect's statement of fees for professional services for preparation of plans and 

specifications.  The CITY shall, within fifteen (15) days of receipt of the contractor's statement, proof of 

payment and lien waivers, and the architect's statement, issue a check to the OWNER/LESSEE as 

reimbursement for one-half of the approved construction cost estimate or one-half of the actual 

construction cost, whichever is less, and for 100% of architectural services fee, subject to the limitations 

set forth in Section 1 hereof. 

 In the alternative, at its sole discretion, CITY may reimburse OWNER/LESSEE in two payments. 

The first reimbursement may be made only 1) upon completion of work representing 50% or more of the 

maximum reimbursement specified in Section 1 hereof and 2) upon receipt by CITY of the architect's 

invoices, contractor's statements, invoices, proof of payment and notarized final lien waivers for the 

completed work and 3) upon a determination by the Director of Community and Economic Development 

that the remainder of the work is expected to be delayed for thirty days or more following completion of 

the initial work due to weather, availability of materials, or other circumstances beyond the control of the 

OWNER/LESSEE. The second, final reimbursement payment shall be made by CITY only upon 

submittal of all necessary documents as described herein. 

 SECTION 5:  If the OWNER/LESSEE or his contractor fails to complete the improvement work 

provided for herein in conformity with the approved plans, design drawings and specifications and the 

terms of this Agreement, then upon written notice being given by the Director of Community and 

Economic Development to the OWNER/LESSEE, by certified mail to the address listed above, this 
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Agreement shall terminate and the financial obligation on the part of the CITY shall cease and become 

null and void. 

 SECTION 6:  Upon completion of the improvement work pursuant to this Agreement and for a 

period of five (5) years thereafter, the OWNER/LESSEE shall be responsible for properly maintaining 

such improvements in finished form and without change or alteration thereto, as provided in this 

Agreement, and for the said period of five (5) years following completion of the construction thereof, the 

OWNER/LESSEE shall not enter into any Agreement or contract or take any other steps to alter, change 

or remove such improvements, or the approved design thereof, nor shall OWNER/LESSEE undertake any 

other changes, by contract or otherwise, to the improvements provided for in this Agreement unless such 

changes are first submitted to the Director of Community and Economic Development, and any additional 

review body designated by the Director, for approval.  Such approval shall not be unreasonably withheld 

if the proposed changes do not substantially alter the original design concept of the improvements as 

specified in the plans, design drawings and specifications approved pursuant to this Agreement.  

OWNER/LESSEE shall execute and record a restrictive covenant, in a form substantially the same as 

Exhibit "II" hereto, at City's request. 

 SECTION 7: The OWNER/LESSEE releases the CITY from, and covenants and agrees that the 

CITY shall not be liable for, and covenants and agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the CITY and its 

officials, officers, employees and agents from and against, any and all losses, claims, damages, liabilities 

or expenses, of every conceivable kind, character and nature whatsoever arising out of, resulting from or 

in any way connected with directly or indirectly with the facade improvement(s), including but not limited 

to actions arising from the Prevailing Wage Act (820 ILCS 30/0.01 et seq.) The OWNER/LESSEE further 

covenants and agrees to pay for or reimburse the CITY and its officials, officers, employees and agents for 

any and all costs, reasonable attorneys' fees, liabilities or expenses incurred in connection with 
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investigating, defending against or otherwise in connection with any such losses, claims, damages, 

liabilities, or causes of action. The CITY shall have the right to select legal counsel and to approve any 

settlement in connection with such losses, claims, damages, liabilities, or causes of action. The provisions 

of this section shall survive the completion of said facade improvement(s).   

 SECTION 8:  Nothing herein is intended to limit, restrict or prohibit the OWNER/LESSEE from 

undertaking any other work in or about the subject premises which is unrelated to the facade improvement 

provided for in this Agreement. 

 SECTION 9:  This Agreement shall be binding upon the CITY and upon the OWNER/LESSEE 

and its successors, to said property for a period of five (5) years from and after the date of completion and 

approval of the facade improvement provided for herein.  It shall be the responsibility of the 

OWNER/LESSEE to inform subsequent OWNER(s)/LESSEE(s) of the provisions of this Agreement. 

 IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the date first 

appearing above. 

 
 
OWNER/LESSEE     CITY OF ST. CHARLES 

 

 

 

 

___________________________  _____________________________ 

        Mayor 

 

 

 

      ATTEST:_______________________ 

         City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT “I” 

 
Proposal from DK Build, Corp. dated 5/10/16 

 
 
 

Total Estimated Cost:  $51,100 
Maximum Grant: $20,000  

 
 
 



May 10, 2016 Page 1 of 8 
 

DK BUILD, CORP. 
Dominik Kubiak 
1505 Indian Hill Drive 
Bensenville, IL 60106 
Tel: 773-742-4447 
jkdominik@yahoo.com 
 
 
 
PROPOSAL # PR-32/2016 
 
 
 
PREPARED FOR: 
Home Brew Shop 
Ed 
225 W. Main St. 
St. Charles, IL 60174 
Tel: 224-238-9303 
 
 
 
WORK TO BE PERFORMED AT: 
225 W. Main St. 
St. Charles, IL 60174 
 
 
 
May 10, 2016 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

mailto:jkdominik@yahoo.com
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WE PROPOSE THE FOLLOWING WHERE DK BUILD CORP. WILL: 
 

1. INSTALL “SENERGY” STUCCO SYSTEM OVER THE PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATION OF 
SOUTH REAR WALL ONLY (WHICH IS CLAD IN E.I.F.S, Drivit)  IN ACCORDANCE WITH  
MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS, AS FOLLOW: 
 

 Furnish, set up, maintain, dismantle and remove all equipment necessary to complete 
the Stucco System. 

 Remove and haul away all of the E.I.F.S debris. 

 Furnish and apply SENERSHIELD liquid Air/Water- Resistive Barrier over existing 
masonry elevation.  

 Furnish and install Corrosion-resistant wire lath/PermaLath, casing beads and corner 
beads. 

 Furnish and install scratch and smooth/brown coat of Stucco, mixture of Portland 
Cement, Lime, Sand and Polymers in the mixture to add strength. 

 Furnish and install reinforcing fiber mesh embedded in SENERGY® ALPHA BASE COAT, 
a 100% acrylic base coat that is field-mixed with Type I or Type II Portland cement over 
entire stucco area for extra strength. 

 Furnish and install Senerflex acrylic-based textured color finish coat. SENERFLEX® 
FINISHES are 100% acrylic polymer finishes with advanced technology to improve 
long-term performance and dirt pick-up resistance. 

 Furnish and install sealant Dow Cornig CWS or Dymonic FC with backer rod at all wall 
penetrations and transitions with other claddings over Stucco area only in accordance 
with the manufacturer specifications. 

 All debris relating to our work will be hauled away. 
 
LABOR & MATERIAL: $9,300.00* 
 
 

*ANY REQIRED REPAIR OF STRUCTURE/SUBSTRATE AFTER E.I.F.S REMOVAL WILL BECOME AN 
EXTRA CHARGE. 
 
 

ALL WORK WILL BE PROFESSIONALLY COMPLETED ACCORDING MANUFACTURERS 
SPECIFICATIONS 

 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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2. INSTALL “SENERGY” STUCCO SYSTEM OVER THE PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATION OF 
WEST SIDE WALL ONLY (WHICH IS CLAD IN E.I.F.S, Drivit) IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS, AS FOLLOW: 
 

 Furnish, set up, maintain, dismantle and remove all equipment necessary to complete 
the Stucco System. EXCEPT CANOPY SCAFFOLDING IF REQUIRED BY THE CITY OF 
ST.CHARLES. 

 Remove and haul away all of the E.I.F.S debris. 

 Furnish and apply SENERSHIELD liquid Air/Water- Resistive Barrier over existing 
masonry elevation.  

 Furnish and install Corrosion-resistant wire lath/PermaLath, casing beads and corner 
beads. 

 Furnish and install scratch and smooth/brown coat of Stucco, mixture of Portland 
Cement, Lime, Sand and Polymers in the mixture to add strength. 

 Furnish and install reinforcing fiber mesh embedded in SENERGY® ALPHA BASE COAT, 
a 100% acrylic base coat that is field-mixed with Type I or Type II Portland cement over 
entire stucco area for extra strength. 

 Furnish and install Senerflex acrylic-based textured color finish coat. SENERFLEX® 
FINISHES are 100% acrylic polymer finishes with advanced technology to improve 
long-term performance and dirt pick-up resistance. 

 Furnish and install sealant Dow Cornig CWS or Dymonic FC with backer rod at all wall 
penetrations and transitions with other claddings over Stucco area only in accordance 
with the manufacturer specifications. 

 All debris relating to our work will be hauled away. 
 
LABOR & MATERIAL: $34,500.00* 
 
 
*ANY REQIRED REPAIR OF STRUCTURE/SUBSTRATE AFTER E.I.F.S REMOVAL WILL 
BECOME AN EXTRA CHARGE. 
 
 

ALL WORK WILL BE PROFESSIONALLY COMPLETED ACCORDING MANUFACTURERS 
SPECIFICATIONS 
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OPTION FOR WAINSCOT WALL IN THIN CUT STONE VENEER OVER WEST SIDE WALL ONLY 
 

INSTALL THIN CUT STONE VENEER OVER THE PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATION OF WEST 
SIDE WALL UP TO 3 FEET HIGH ONLY (WHICH IS CLAD IN E.I.F.S, Drivit) IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS, AS FOLLOW: 
 

 Furnish, set up, maintain, dismantle and remove all equipment necessary to complete 
the E.I.F. System. EXCEPT CANOPY SCAFFOLDING IF REQUIRED BY THE CITY OF 
ST.CHARLES. 

 Remove and haul away all of the E.I.F.S debris. 

 Furnish and apply SENERSHIELD liquid Air/Water- Resistive Barrier over existing 
masonry elevation.  

 Furnish and install Corrosion-resistant wire lath and casing beads. 

 Furnish and install scratch coat of mortar, mixture of Portland Cement, Lime, Sand and 
Polymers in the mixture to add strength. 

 Furnish and install Thin Cut Stone Veneer set in standard grey color mortar. 
ALLOWANCE FOR THIN STONE INCLUDED IN PRICE OF $3,600.00 

 Pressure wash stone veneer after completion. 

 Furnish and install Furnish and install sealant Dow Cornig CWS or Dymonic FC with 
backer rod at all wall penetrations and transitions with other claddings over new 
Stone area only in accordance with the manufacturer specifications. 

 All debris relating to our work will be hauled away. 
 
LABOR & MATERIAL: $9,800.00 * , ** 

 
 
*ANY REQIRED REPAIR OF STRUCTURE/SUBSTRATE AFTER E.I.F.S REMOVAL WILL BECOME AN 
EXTRA CHARGE. 
 
 
** WITH THIS OPTION STUCCO WILL COST $4,100.00 LESS OF TOTAL PRICE. 
 
 
 

ALL WORK WILL BE PROFESSIONALLY COMPLETED ACCORDING TO MANUFACTURERS 
SPECIFICATIONS 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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INSTALL ALUMINUM COPING OVER WEST PARAPET WALL ONLY, AS FOLLOW: 
 

 Remove clay copings from west wall only. 

 Furnish and install aluminum coping over west parapet wall. 

 All debris relating to our work will be hauled away. 
 
 

LABOR & MATERIAL: $1,600.00 
 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 

PAYMENT TERMS AND OTHER CONDITIONS 
 

Any alteration or deviation from above specifications that result in additional costs will be executed only upon 
written order and will become an extra charge over and above the contract price. All agreements contingent 
upon strikes, acccidents, acts of God, weather or delays beyound our control. 
This contract may be terminated within three business days from the signing date with no obligation either to 
you or DK BUILD, CORP. Any deposits or money advanced will be refunded. 
This contract may also be terminated by either you or DK BUILD, CORP, at any time before the work described is 
completed. In this event, under the Illinois law, you are obligated to pay for the portion of the work that was 
completed prior to the cancellation. 
The customer agrees to pay the above specified balance upon completion of the job, and to secure the payment 
of said amount the customer hereby authorizes, irrevocably, any attorney of any Court of Record to appear for 
him in such court, at any time to confess a judgment, without process, in favor of the contractor or holder 
hereof, for such amount as may appear to be unpaid hereon, together with interest there on at 18% per annual 
or 1.5% per month from 30 days after the date of completion of the job , plus costs and reasonable attorney 
fees, and to waive release all errors which may intervene in any such proceedings and to consent to immediate 
execution upon such judgment, hereby ratifying and confirming all that my said attorney may do by virtue 
hereof after the first month job is completed. 
 
 
 
 

PAYMENT SCHEDULE 

 25% DEPOSIT 

 25% UPON MATERIAL DELIVER 

 BALANCE DUE UPON COMPLETION 
 
 
 
NOTE – Above quoted proposal total is valid for 30 days from date issued. Storage chargers and/or price 
increases may occur due to fluctuating material cost if project is no initiated within 30 days after DK 
BUILD, CORP. receives signed contract. The offer may be withdrawn by us, if not accepted within 30 days. 
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Respectfully submitted by DK BUILD, CORP. 

Name:             __________________________ 

Signature:      __________________________ 

Date:               __________________________    

 

 

 

ACCEPTANCE OF CONTRACT 

The above prices, specifications and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted. You are 

authorized to do the work as specified. Payments will be made as outlined above. 

 

Name          ____________________________________ 

Address      ____________________________________ 

                     ____________________________________ 

Signature  ____________________________________                  

Date            ____________________________________ 

 

 



 



AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:   

Title: 

Historic Preservation Commission recommendation to deny 
a Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition of the 
primary structure and rear addition of 217 Cedar Ave. 
(continued from 11/13/17) 

Presenter: Russell Colby  

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee                  Date:  February 12, 2018 

Proposed Cost:  N/A Budgeted Amount:  N/A Not Budgeted:     ☐ 
Executive Summary (if not budgeted please explain): 
At the 11/13/17 meeting, the Planning & Development Committee discussed this item and decided to postpone 
further consideration for 90 days.  Since that meeting, the Historic Preservation Commission has worked to 
provide supplemental information for the Committee’s consideration. 

 The Commissioners toured the interior of the house to view the condition of the structure. They
generally felt the structure was in good condition, but required some maintenance.

 Dan Otto, a restoration contractor, toured the building and provided the attached summary of his
findings. Mr. Otto is familiar with buildings of this age and construction type. He believes that the
building is in very good condition, and that any needed improvements are cosmetic. Representatives
from the church have asked if Mr. Otto could prepare a cost estimate for renovation of the house. Further
information on the scope of renovation would be needed to prepare an estimate.

 Kurt Muehlfelt of Muehlfelt Enterprises, moving contractors, toured the structure. Mr. Muehlfelt
believes that the house can be moved, as his company has moved similar structures in the past. He
preliminarily estimated the cost to prepare and move the house at $100,000. This cost would not include
moving overheard wires or other obstructions in the moving path, or any costs association with the new
location (any land cost, building foundation, utility services, or building systems that need to be
replaced). Cost of interior improvements would depend on the ultimate use of the building.

 Representatives of the church have indicated they have received interest in the property.

Attached are minutes from the 11/13/17 P&D Committee meeting, the letter from Dan Otto, and copies of 
applicable Historic Preservation Commission minutes where the building was discussed since November. 

If the Committee wishes to continue discussion on this topic, the Baker Memorial United Methodist Church 
would need to agreeable, or alternately the church may choose to request the Committee take action on the COA 
request. 

Attachments (please list):  
Minutes from 11/13/17 P&D Committee meeting 
Letter from Dan Otto, Restoration Contractor 
Exerpts from Historic Commission discussions 
From 11/13/17 meeting: 
Aerial photo showing Baker Church-owned properties; 
Architectural Survey of the building, 1994; 
Historic Preservation Commission Resolution 9-2017; 
COA request submitted by Baker Memorial United Methodist Church, 10/13/17 (includes request letter, letter 
with an insurance assessment of the building, letters from surrounding businesses and property owners, plans for 
reuse of the site as open space and a prayer garden); 
Minutes of Historic Preservation Commission meetings (7/19/17 preliminary review; 10/18/17 COA review); 
Recent photos of the building 
Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Review the Historic Preservation Commission recommendation. 
In accordance with Section 17.32.080 (E) of the Zoning Ordinance, The City Council may deny a Certificate of 
Appropriateness in accordance with the recommendations of the Historic Preservation Commission. Upon 
review of the Commission’s resolution, its minutes and the application, if the City Council finds that the 
applicable criteria of this Chapter for granting a Certificate of Appropriateness will be met, it may disregard the 
Historic Preservation Commission Commission’s recommendation and approve a Certificate of Appropriateness. 

3b



Planning & Development Committee 
November 13, 2017 
Page 5 

compromise on a few things, but the compromises are really pointed at our target market, so he 
feels the changes made benefit the city’s advantage as well as our own.   

Aldr. Lewis asked if there would be restrictions if someone wanted a deck.  Ms. Tungare said 
yes, the lots would probably require a 10ft. easement.  Mr. Helfrich said the utilities will be 
along the north line and the electric utility main line in front, but we provided for space between 
the residences to run services in the back regardless, therefore there will not be any easement 
restrictions on the 15ft. between the rear setback and the 30ft. buffer; could be a 14.95ft. deck.   

Aldr. Lemke asked staff what a normal setback would be for the length of a driveway, and are 
there other examples of that.  Mr. Colby said the RS4 district is the smallest lot single-family 
district of the suburban zoning districts, and that permits up to a 20ft. front yard set-back, 
because technically you can accommodate a car in a 20ft. setback but it’s tight between the 
sidewalk and the garage.  Aldr. Lemke said he does like the product and he’s been in one similar 
before. 

Aldr. Payleitner said she too would be a client, but she has 5 kids so she needs that driveway and 
sees the value in that.   

Aldr. Stellato said we have smaller setback examples in town in Kingswood; King James and 
King Edward streets back up to a landscape buffer with a short backyard with decks going 
almost right up to the landscape buffer.  It’s been proven it works, and the city honors them 
maintaining the landscape buffer and he’s more comfortable doing that than shortening up the 
driveways.   

d. Historic Preservation Commission recommendation to deny a Certificate of
Appropriateness for demolition of the primary structure and rear addition of 217
Cedar Ave.

Mr. Colby said this building, along with a number of surrounding properties, are owned by Baker 
Memorial United Methodist Church. The church is exploring opportunities for these properties to 
be redeveloped in some manner.  No redevelopment is being proposed at this time. The church 
has submitted a plan for reuse of the property as greenspace and prayer garden.  Under the City 
Code, the Historic Commission is required to review requests for any exterior alterations to 
buildings in the Historic District. The Commission has the authority to approve COAs or to 
recommend to the City Council that a COA denied.  On October 18th the Historic Commission 
approved COAs for demolition of the adjacent building and other ancillary structures on the 
property, but recommended denial for demolition of the 217 house.  The Commission's 
recommendation is in the form of a Resolution, which is included in the packet. That resolution 
cites individual criteria that the Commission believes are not being met by the COA proposal.  
Members of the Historic Preservation Commission are here to represent their recommendation. 

Reverend Mary Zajac-Pastor at Baker Memorial United Methodist church-We purchased this 
house in 1993 with never having the intent to keep it as a home long-term.  The intent in 1993 
was to at some point remove them and possibly build an annex location.  Over the time it took us 
to purchase those properties and come into the ownership of them, that need did not actually 
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come through, which is why we’re at our long-term plan to remove those properties.  We’ve 
owned that property for 24 years and have never had a conversation regarding its historic status 
or how important it is to actually be denied the ability to be removed.  As our request is 
considered please understand you are not dealing with an individual but a community, we have 
over 800 members and it takes us a while to make a decision due to the lengthy process involved; 
it took us more than 3 years to get to this point and in considering a buyer for the location there’s 
a lengthy process for approval.  The reason we chose greenspace is because we didn’t feel we 
were necessarily good stewards of the property leaving it in its current condition and we’d like to 
get some church use out of it as we begin the process of seeking to sell the property; we do not 
have approval from the church at this time to sell it.  In dealing with a congregation rather than a 
business, we don’t actually have income, we have offerings, please consider that as a 
recommendation is made.  Moving this particular building as our own cost would not be 
conducive to our congregation’s approval or good stewardship of the funds received. 

Steve Gibson-243 Valley View Dr.-Vice Chair for Historic Preservation Commission-gave a 
brief history of the building and why it’s considered historic: structurally and architecturally 
there are some very cool things about this house.  The house was originally owned by Judge 
William D. Barry who moved from Vermont to St. Charles in 1840; he practiced in Ohio court 
before that and was admitted to the bar.  Once here he was a teacher to other attorneys and had 
his own law practice.  Soon after he moved here he purchased this property from Ira Minard-one 
of the original founding fathers of St. Charles-and we believe the building was built circa 1845-
1847.  The house originally had a river stone exterior and he lived in the house until his death in 
1892; it’s not clear what happened between 1892-1921 but we do know that in 1921 Frank 
Rasmussen purchased and remodeled the interior of that structure.  He was there until 1942 and 
then gave the property to his daughter-in-law, sister-in-law and Edith Kohler, who was secretary 
to Mayor Langum.  In 1967 she was interviewed by the Chronicle about this property, she talked 
about the history of the building which included visits on several occasions from Abraham 
Lincoln, who was a friend of Judge Barry, and repeatedly slept upstairs in a bedroom.  She also 
noted the interior of the house was not original, there were extensive changes to the inside as 
well as stucco to the exterior as of 1921.  Edith Kohler had a brother Henry Kohler who was a 
business man here in town, he also competed in 3 Indy 500 races, after he was done racing cars 
he purchased an airplane.  In order to fly his plane he bought interest in a property on the east 
side of town and when he was done with that he gave that interest to the men that then developed 
DuPage Airport.  He then purchased a Ford dealership here in town, as well as garage.  Overall 
the structural changes in the interior are significant, the exterior not so much, the windows and 
doors are generally in the same position, there may have been a window added to the west side 
of the house, but most everything else appears to be on the original plan.  Given the facts of the 
history shared tonight the Historic Preservation Commission believes there’s an opportunity for 
this building as it exists to tell the story of St. Charles, pull together a lot of stories of St. Charles 
and allow people to see where this all existed in the city.  It’s a fantastic location with proximity 
to the Dunham Hunt mansion, St. Charles History Museum and East Side park. 

Aldr. Lemke said the stucco looks to be not materially different than it was originally stuccoed, it 
looks to be somewhat deteriorating, is there a sense as to whether this should be kept or who is 
responsible for rehabbing the house.  Mr. Gibson said requests come to Commission for repair or 
remodeling by the owner of the building, however if this development is being packaged to go to 
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someone else that buyer would come to us to discuss what they want to do; it’s not contingent 
that the building be 100% in repair when its sold to a new buyer.   

Aldr. Payleitner thanked Mr. Gibson for the history on the building, it’s significant and clearly in 
its original condition.  In the church’s defense; Pastor Mary didn’t know she had an 
architecturally significant building, and she can see why they thought that.  In the packet there’s 
an architectural survey that was conducted around 1994 and in there it states it’s non-
contributing architecturally.  Mr. Gibson said it’s important to understand that non-contributing 
doesn’t necessarily refer to the historical significance, that was an architectural survey.  
Specifically what they talk about there is that all of those things we consider to be unique about 
the house, those were not evident at the time the survey was done.  Aldr. Payleitner said clearly it 
was flawed or unknown, but the church didn’t know they had this when they bought it, which 
they did to demolish it.  It has the potential to be a real gem in the historic district and she’d like 
to see us take a breath and find out if it can be moved, or restored.  Chairman Bessner suggested 
some sort of study to get in and see it. 

Aldr. Silkaitis said he’d really hate to lose this house, he understands the condition of it, but 
maybe take the stucco down and he bets there’s stone walls, which is very unique.  He knows in 
the past we’ve lost some architectural buildings in St. Charles, which he’s not crazy about, and 
he’d like to see us do more work on this to find out what we can do to preserve this house, 
whether that means moving it, or whatever the situation is.  He doesn’t want to jump the gun and 
tear it down, he wants more information before he makes a final decision, but he’d like to save it.   

Mr. Gibson said there’s an example at the end of the block-the Collins house, the stucco was 
actually removed and is now stone, as well as 2 stone buildings next to St. Patrick’s Church and 
the Weisel house. 

Aldr. Vitek asked if we’ve explored the cost of moving it, she too agrees that we shouldn’t jump 
the gun.  Mr. Gibson said its incumbent on the owner of the property to make any of these 
changes, not necessarily the church, who has expressed interest in selling the property.  The next 
person to buy that property could undertake the cost of moving or redeveloping that building; so 
that’s really not the focus.  Pastor Mary clarified that they have a congregational agreement to 
remove the homes and return them to green space; we do not have a congregational agreement to 
sell the property.   We do have a strategic property team that’s been looking at the possibility of 
selling for a number of years, but as to when or not we would have congregational approval, she 
cannot speak to that.  We’d have to have a buyer, a price, a congregational meeting, 30 day 
notice, there’s a process.  Chairman Bessner asked if during that time the possibility would be 
looked at to tear down the structure.  Pastor Mary said we didn’t know we had a historic 
structure so we already have contractors and funds set-aside to do so; we don’t have funds set 
aside to remove the houses around it without disturbing that one, so likelihood would probably 
be to leave all the structures standing at this point.  Chairman Bessner said maybe an option 
would be to ask if it’s possible to market the property “as-is” for 6 months to see if there’s any 
takers.  Pastor Mary said their strategic team has taken the informal assessment that properties on 
the east side of the river were not ready to sell due to current empty spaces, and so in being good 
neighbors, to get better use out of the properties, the prayer garden is more in our mission versus 
rental homes and go this way.  If there is interest in the properties that wanted to develop now, 
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that would absolutely be something they would consider.  Chairman Bessner said that would 
give us an opportunity to see if its marketable, and at the same time take a breather and find out 
if we can restore or relocate the structure, if it came down that path.  We can all do our 
homework a little further to come to a better understanding and what the final outcome might be.   

Aldr. Lewis said she sees both sides, and to Pastor Mary; government moves slow as well, and in 
speaking with Pastor Mary she felt there was also interest there in protecting and keeping that 
house.  In reading the minutes, people are not opposed to redeveloping that property; they’d like 
to get the parking lot off Main St.  and it could be an exciting property with the 2 stone houses on 
either end with parking and an entrance in the back.  This community has spent a lot money in 
restoring these types of buildings, and we owe it all to ourselves to take this pause to see what 
can be done, what the cost would be and have some vision and conversation on it.  She suggested 
postponing this for 6 months and then revisit. 

Aldr. Stellato said he also sees both sides, as well as intelligent people on both sides and he feels 
there’s a compromise here.  He doesn’t feel the hard line approach is that this house can never be 
moved, because that’s one of the hardline statements he’s seen where we thought we don’t want 
money to get in the way, and we don’t want historical significance of the site to get in the way 
more than the house; the house is the most important and critical here.  He said he deals with 
historical structures all the time, and time is really not on our side, we cannot wait too long if the 
house is already in bad condition.  The church has no obligation to do anything to this home 
going forward, just like any other homeowner, it’s up to them, but based on its current condition 
it will only depreciate over time; we need to move somewhat quickly.  He would hate to market 
if for 6 months and find it cannot be sold and then go back and bring in a structural engineer, 
where at that point there’s now some winter damage to the home.  He’d like to really research 
and find out what it would take to move that house if we had to, that’s going to have to be the 
compromise for those that want to keep it in that exact spot, there has to be some give on both 
side.  It seems it’s a beautiful home but at the same time we have the church that needs to 
develop that site, they bought it not knowing it was historical and they need to have the right to 
develop it.  This is a tough one, I’ve been on Council for a long time and not everyone is going 
to be happy with this one, but he feels there’s a good commonsense compromise here 
somewhere.  Chairman Bessner asked if we have the ability to market the product at the same 
time as looking at it structurally.  Aldr. Stellato said you can’t rent it out today, it will continue to 
be vacant.  Pastor Mary said we had tenants in these buildings until June when school got out, 
but we honestly don’t feel good having families in these structures.  Aldr. Stellato said he 
wouldn’t either, they will remain unattended and he doesn’t want that to go too long. 

Aldr. Gaugel asked who would be responsible for the structural analysis.  Aldr. Stellato said he 
personally feels the city should have some part in that, and he doesn’t mind helping out with if 
we can get some sort of taskforce involving the city, church and historic preservation to work 
together to do that.  Financially, to hire an engineer will have to be discussed, but first someone 
needs to go in there first and find out what we have, because moving stone is difficult.  The 
Jones Law office was moved very well, but that’s a different structure, but he personally feels the 
city should jump in and help.   
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Aldr. Bancroft said he agrees with Aldr. Stellato, moving a structure like this is going to be 
complicated and dealing with in the governance structure that the Pastor has is going to make it 
that much harder.  These things are hard enough to do when you’re a professional, but this is a 
big task for a church.   

Aldr. Lemke said he can see the possibility of marketing “as-is” with the 1 structure left, he does 
worry about deterioration with being empty all winter.  He mentioned the Farnsworth Mansion 
and the difficulty of moving a stone building; it’s not rocket science but it’s not easy, nor cheap, 
and he needs more information. 

Aldr. Payleitner said her thoughts were more for restoration and she wondered if there are any 
experts close at hand to take a look to see what we have in a timely fashion.  Mr. Gibson said 
there are people in the room tonight that could tell us that, not him personally.  But from his 
experience with the Judd Mansion, Heritage Square, etc. where there needed to be work done to 
stabilize and make things work, it is very possible, the Chamberlain house comes to mind which 
was completely renovated and is on the market for $1.1 million.  He would also like to know 
what the cost is of this building being there and not being there, to the church, it’s an important 
consideration and financial hardship is included in the commission’s deliberation which would 
be brought to Committee. 

Kim Malay-Historic Preservation Commission, 526 S. 16th St.-said we have been in this situation 
before with the Judd mansion and Richard Riot house; both were purchased by developers and 
were restored to be very successful, so it can be done and she hopes we can start researching that 
possibility.  Moving it will not be an easy task and a lot of research is needed, but this ordinance 
is in place because we lost the Farnsworth Mansion in a very similar discussion and she hopes all 
options are reviewed.   

Aldr. Stellato said our ability to pitch in might not only be to test structural integrity, but also in 
the form of a financial monetary incentive and put it out there for a developer to work with the 
church.   

Dean Bemis-304 N. 2nd Ave.-their house is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as 
the Joel H. Hubbard house, the home at 217 Cedar is in our neighborhood.  The architectural 
survey referred to earlier was actually done of the Central District of St. Charles which was 
completed in 1994 by Dixon and Associates, which states the home dates from 1850.  Mr. Dixon 
was instrumental in helping us get our home on the National Register; he sent us an email on the 
Barry house stating that in his opinion the 1921 coating and stucco put on the house can actually 
act as a protection for the stone.  He also said the Barry house is certainly an early St. Charles 
home which contributes to the historic neighborhood and the links to Frederick Rasmussen, 
Edith Kohler, Abraham Lincoln and General Farnsworth only strengthens the case that this home 
represents a singular opportunity to reserve the heritage in St. Charles in a way to help future 
generations understand how St. Charles developed from a shallow ford in the Fox River to the 
great city it is today.  He then shared a story regarding the Andrew Weisel House regarding the 
removal of the stucco and how outstanding it preserved the brick underneath, and he hopes the 
home at 217 Cedar will have the stucco removed to preserve this pillar of St. Charles history.   
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Adam Gibbons-33W777 Hill Rd., Geneva- President-Preservation Partners of the Fox Valley-in 
February 2017 Aurora’s Historical Society uncovered a compelling evidence that Abraham 
Lincoln stayed overnight at a Boarding house in Aurora.  There’s also an oral tradition often 
repeated over many decades that he also stayed in St. Charles in the 1850’s, the only 2 dwellings 
tied to that was the old John Farnsworth house-who was present at the death bed of Abraham 
Lincoln, as well as the Judge Berry house at 217 Cedar Ave.  Although this house is now 
covered in stucco and suffering from neglect it is a very significant history and the potential for a 
significant future.  On the behalf of Preservation Partner’s members and the board, they are 
hopeful that the demolition will not be allowed; the Judge Berry house is integral part of the 
fabric of the neighborhood.  He mentioned some of the east side historic homes that have been 
renovated and they feel confident that the Barry house has the same potential.  He then gave a 
brief history of Judge Berry and asked Committee to please show their support of St. Charles 
rich heritage and do their part to preserve its past. 

Susan Izzo-312 N. 2nd Ave. –said she lives in the Andrew Weisel home and are not just 
homeowners, but caretakers of the property.  We were lucky enough to come in and restore it as 
a historic property, it was covered in stucco but having the vision to know what is there and 
knowing the history is really beautiful.  People come to celebrate and marvel at these beautiful 
homes and would like to add that this is something that we need to be very prudent with as we 
move forward, and make sure this is not destroyed.   

John Saucer-39W876 Old Burlington Rd., Campton Hills-said he’s here as a member of the 
community as well as a member of the church, and as 1 of the trustees of the church.  The church 
is 1 of the pillars of the community, made up of family members and generations of people, so 
when a church makes a decision like this it’s not easy, it take years and a lot of people are 
involved.  The last thing the church wants to do is tear down anything that has historical 
significance, we’d want to air on the side of preserving something.  The church has owned and 
operated these for many years, the only approved by the church and its members was to turn this 
into a prayer garden, the church operates in budget constraints and does not have unlimited 
funds.  The prayer garden best serves our congregation and it’s hard to get a large group to make 
a decision for any type of change.  We are also realists and are open to the community but are 
not actively looking to sell this; it may never be sold, but we’re open and reasonable.  If the city 
or a developer came to us and said they had a use for this and would like to buy it; absolutely our 
congregation would listen, but that hasn’t been the case.  By trade he’s in real estate, a developer 
in construction, and something doesn’t have to be listed for sale for a developer to show interest, 
and to his knowledge that hasn’t happened in 20 years.  These are rundown buildings-decrepit, 
we’ve done our best; they were probably not in the best shape when the church took them over.  
We’ve put money into these by replacing windows, heating and cooling systems, wiring, etc., but 
at some point there is a useful lifespan to a structure.  Everything doesn’t last for 1,000 years and 
these are in rough shape.  He too lives in a historic house and sees the value of saving something 
old that’s worthwhile; however these do not have good bones, nothing is original about this; 
there are major issues.  He thinks the architectural significance in looking at the property is 
almost zero, so it’s really historical values, which he’s heard a lot of passionate comments 
tonight but he knows these places and it doesn’t exist.  He’s heard a lot of historic possibilities 
tonight, but we don’t really know and he feels there’s been a lot of conjecture to what the 
historical significance really is of this.  We’re not in a hurry to rush to do something, once you 
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tear it down you can’t get it back, and he understands that, but there is a financial cost to wait 6 
months; real-estate taxes, insurance, utilities and maintenance.  The church is not in a financial 
ability to let this sit, and we certainly do not have funds to hire architects or historians.  We’re 
certainly open to take 30-60 days to publicize it for sale, and if someone wants to move it or buy 
it and provide a plan to the council for restoration; we could certainly take that to the church for 
discussion, but he doesn’t see that happening.  If someone here or the historic preservation 
commission wants the building we would donate it and they could then move it, but that’s very 
costly.  He’s not trying to belittle the organization at all, he feels it’s important and wonderful, 
but it’s really easy to say we believe there’s historical significance, and he disagrees with the 
significance of this building; in a sense it’s kind of grasping straws.   He reminded everybody 
that the city isn’t using any of their money, were not here asking for TIF money, this is all 
private donated funds to turn this into a prayer garden.  The building next door is a duplex and 
needs to be torn down, there are no single-family homes on this block, and it’s surrounded by 
another church, a business and parking lots.  As you move from a downtown business district 
into neighborhoods there’s going to be a buffer and change, and how we live today is not how 
we lived 50 years ago, unfortunately we do need parking lots, otherwise people will not come 
and shop downtown.  The church isn’t a developer, this was bought as a church mission initially, 
and we’ve had many different renters in there and it just doesn’t work, the buildings were too 
dilapidated before we even got them.  We’ve put time and money into trying to save them, but 
this property has outlived its lifespan and the majority of the weight needs to be on the side of 
the property owner and what they would like to do with it.   

Pat Pretz-214 Chestnut Ave.-She lives in the historic district, 2 blocks north of the Barry house.  
She said the St. Charles mission statement puts “heritage” as number one, which makes it unique 
and special, and it’s important.  She congratulated the city on being the 2017 winner of America 
in Bloom, and what an honor it is.  Quoted from the finding of America in Bloom-“St. Charles 
has a very active Historic Pres. Commission that oversees preservation effort; there are 
ordinances in place that provide authority to prevent demolition of historic resources through 
City Council.”  That’s quite a charge and she asked that Committee be thoughtful when 
considering this issue.  She said people are looking for places to visit that have this heritage, and 
we have a number of stories here.  She mentioned the trolley tour.  Adaptive reuse is a wonderful 
compromise, although it was a home, it doesn’t have to be that in the future.  She thinks we’re 
looking too small sometimes, she mentioned some other properties around the city where the 
home was saved but rethought as a different purpose.  She feels for the church, there’s a lot of 
pressure to make ends meet, but there are façade grants in place which is a plus and she thinks 
collaboration and creativity and vision can develop something that preserves history but relative 
and functional for today.   

Diana Brown-1436 S. 3rd St.-Vice President of the St. Charles History Museum, said a resolution 
was approved stating we recognize the historical significance of the Barry house and we support 
a process of  further deliberation and consideration by the city to preserve the structure in the 
historic district. 

Karen Lando-107 W. Main St. and 201 Cedar Ave. –said when we purchase the Cedar Ave. 
location she was uneducated about the fact that it was a historic property; she’s sympathetic to 
the church and completely understands.  After doing research they decided that if they were 
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going to restore the building they would do it right and they took is back to its original look.  If 
the church would decide to sell this property in the future she would hope that whoever the 
purchaser is will have the vision and the foresight to realize that you can have a modern and 
historic mix.  She said her undertaking was a large one, but thanks to Kim Malay and the 
Historic Preservation Commission, they were able to secure some matching funds for the exterior 
of the building.  She hopes Committee takes the time to really give this some thought.  She 
mentioned the yearly tour the 3rd graders take and that although her building is older, the Barry 
house has much more historic significance. 

Aldr. Payleitner said property ownership has no guarantees and she’s feels bad that the church 
made a discovery that they’re not happy with; it’s throwing their plans off track for now.  This is 
something we need to take a breath on and investigate to find out if this is worthy of restoration.   

Mr. Colby stated that we should allow the church the opportunity to request the committee to 
take action of what’s before you, or if they’re comfortable with this delay.   

Pastor Mary said 90 days all depends on what’s going to happen in those days.  From the 
Church’s perspective we don’t have intention to hire historical engineers, she wouldn’t choose to 
put the congregations money there and she wondered what would happen in the 90 days and how 
would it paid for.  Chairman Bessner said we’d like to try to get the input from our Historic 
Commission, the city and representative from the church to look at this to try to market it, or for 
the city to find out if this is restorable and for what price.  Pastor Mary said if we’re leaving it up 
to the church to do something in 90 days, it’s not likely, it’s not the top of the priority list.  She’s 
not adverse to 90 days if she can understand what will happen. 

Aldr. Stellato said in those 90 days we set those goals and we come back and talk about what 
we’ve learned, and maybe have a get together between the groups to go over those goals with the 
ultimate goal of looking at some type of final decision.  But use these 90 days to open up 
dialogue between the city, staff, commission and church to figure out what our role is.   

Aldr. Lewis made a motion to postpone the decision for 90 days bring people together to 
see what we can come up with, come back and report, then try to get to a decision by the 
end of 6 months.  Seconded by Aldr. Stellato.   

Roll was called: 
Ayes:    Stellato, Silkaitis, Payleitner, Lemke, Bancroft, Gaugel, Vitek, Lewis 
Absent: Turner 
Recused:   
Nays:   
Motion carried 8-0 

e. Recommendation to approve an amendment to Title 15 of the City Code for
Building Permit Fees.

Mr. Vann said approximately every three to four years, staff reviews the fee structure of 
construction permits, the last increase to the building permit fee schedule was January 2014.  The 
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The Judge Barry house at 217 Cedar Street, St. Charles, Illinois is a classic Greek 
Revival home built in 1846. The semi circular niche in the north gable end probably 
contained a wooden fan. The house is built of limestone laid in courses and is in 
wonderful condition. If the stucco were removed and the stonework tuckpointed it 
would look similar to the stone house to the west. 

The basement walls are plumb and smooth and show no sign of spalling, cracking or 
water damage. The center support beam is a hand hewn oak 8x10 that needs a post 
place at the center. The white pine floor joists are notched into the beam and set 
directly into the stone wall on the other end. Floor joists are in good condition. The 
original floor, visible from the basement, is 1x10 white pine. 

The first floor has% inch hard maple floors probably laid around 1900. The floor is 
level and smooth and attractively finished with no signs of instability. 

The staircase is original and complete except for two missing balusters. The 
upstairs floors are also maple but 3/8 inch thick They are well finished and very 
sound. 

The attic shows a center beam 6 Yz" x 8" hand hewn oak with oak 3" x6" ceiling joists 
notched in. They are spaced 16 inch on center with insulation between. 

The rafters are also oak and measure 3" x 4 Yz" on 32 inch centers. The original 
pine skipped sheathing 1s in place. The boards were gapped originally because the 
original roof was wood shingles. The roof now is asphalt shingles over plywood. All 
the framing is in good condition and shows no sign of leaking or powder post beetle. 

The stone of the gable ends shows that the chimneys were built integral with the 
stone walls. 

A% inch 4' x 8' insulation board has been applied directly to the interior walls. 

I have been a restoration carpenter in the Fox Valley area for over 40 years. I think 
the Barry House is in remarkable condition. Restoration would require only 
cosmetic work and nothing of a structural nature. 

This house deserves to stay where it was built. Moving the house is not feasible. 
PLEASE SAVE THIS HOUSE! 

Projects: 
Sholes School 
SS Jones Law Office 
Alexander Home (Bald Mound) 
Fitzsimmons Mansion (Geneva) 

Assessment by Dan Otto
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Mr. Pretz felt the change in the material and style will help the street immensely. Mr. 
Krahenbuhl liked the changes presented.  Mr. Kessler was also in favor of the doors and trim, but 
said he preferred a product like versetta stone over the Hardie board.  Mr. B. Colby said he 
would only use that on a small project.     

A motion was made by Ms. Malay and seconded by Mr. Pretz with a unanimous voice vote 
to approve the COA using Hardie board as the main siding contingent upon seeing a scaled 
drawing of the south elevation. 

a. 218 S. 3rd Avenue

Mr. Colby was approached by an architect who is working with the homeowner.  The home is in 
the historic district, but they do not what style it is.  The survey lists it as a ranch and the only 
architectural element they noticed were the frieze returns.  The homeowner would like to add a 
porch and modify the exterior of the building in the Craftsman style.  The garage will also be 
modified to match.  They would like to know if this style would be acceptable given its existing 
architecture.  Dr. Smunt said it is basically nondescript and liked what the homeowner is 
planning to do.  The Commissioners were in favor of the changes and suggested the homeowner 
come in and present their plan.   

11. Additional Business and Observations from Commissioners or Staff

a. Downtown Partnership Update

Mr. Gibson said the Downtown Partnership is re-doing the signs that were mentioned at a 
previous meeting.  They will follow-up with the Commission when they have something new to 
present.   

b. Residential Façade Improvement Grant

Mr. Colby advised the Commissioners to email him any feedback they have regarding the 
instruction sheet he created that explains how to apply for a grant.  Mr. Krahenbuhl suggested 
including verbiage concerning timing issues to indicate how long the applicant has to complete a 
project in order to receive funding.  Mr. Kessler said it should state “exterior only”.  The 
Commissioners discussed whether or not to allow interior structural issues that impact the 
exterior.  Mr. Colby advised they would have to consider this on a case-by-case basis.  Since the 
program does not clearly allow for interior issues, the homeowner would need to prove the 
connection between the two.  Ms. Malay did not want to rule it out altogether because the intent 
of the program is to preserve the longevity of these homes.   

c. Historical Footprint

The item was tabled. 

d. 217 Cedar Ave.
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Chairman Norris said the City Council postponed a decision on this issue for 90 days.  He said 
the Council has asked the Commission for assistance to work out a solution.  Chairman Norris 
suggested the Commissioners meet on-site for a further review.  Mr. Colby said he would need to 
advise the church what the Commission’s purpose is for going into the building.   

Mr. Colby said they can start looking at the building to gain a better understanding.  However, 
they also need to start thinking about what the action is going to be.  Is it going to be looking into 
the cost of moving it or the potential where it could be moved?  Just looking at the condition of 
the building does not address the request from the church to have the building removed. 

Mr. Pretz said the Commission doesn’t have the background or resources to figure out the 
moving of the building.  Mr. Gibson said the problem is due to a lack of understanding of the 
process.  He said the aldermen are looking to the Commission to explain to them how this 
became the church’s responsibility to restore the building.  He said he told the alderman the 
church doesn’t have to do anything; all they have to do is sell it to someone who will make those 
changes.  The church said their only intention is to demolish the building and sell the property.  

Mr. Pretz said if they are allowed in the building, they need someone to say it’s a sound building 
and that it could be moved.  The expert can advise if repairs can be made to save it and can it 
possibly be moved.  He said once they answer that the Commission is done.   

Ms. Malay thinks they are trying to form a subcommittee to see if the City funds having a 
structural engineer take a look at it.  She thinks they are looking for a game plan as to how they 
are going to do that in the next 90 days.  Chairman Norris said they could have a city inspector 
come in and conduct a Chapter 34 review.  The inspector would be able to determine what it 
would take to have someone live there.  Mr. Colby noted the church has not made claims the 
building is not structurally sound so that should not be the only focus.   

Chairman Norris expressed concern that the building may deteriorate further and be 
compromised.  

Mr. Pretz asked if there were documents showing the church’s original intent in buying the 
property.  Ms. Malay said the church did try to opt out of the historic district when the ordinance 
was upgraded in 1995, but they did not have the ability to do so.  This would indicate they were 
aware of what they were aware of the regulations.   

Mr. Gibson said the church was very clear with their intent to demolish the building.  He 
suggested the Commission determine how much the property is worth with and without the 
building and then see if the City could help make up the difference in cost.  He said this way they 
would be made whole with either plan.  Mr. Gibson said there aren’t that many more of these 
kinds of buildings left in the city and his only goal is to save this one. 

Ms. Malay asked if it would be feasible to ask a developer to provide some assistance.  Mr. 
Colby said they could, however the church has stated that they are not committed to selling the 
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property, at least not immediately.  He noted the concern then is with who will maintain property 
in the meantime.   

Mr. Gibson said it’s possible a developer may say they won’t touch the property because the 
house sits in a place that makes the property unusable.  That could be keeping the church from 
being able to sell the property.  He said this may be viewed as diminishing the return that they 
built up over time in hopes of helping their congregation.  

Ms. Malay felt Alderman Stellato had various perspectives on this and suggested meeting with 
him within the next two weeks to get clearer direction as to what the Council is looking for.  Mr. 
Gibson said they need to get in the building before meeting further to view the condition.   

Mr. Kessler noted the Commissioners are volunteers adhering to the framework of the ordinance.  
He felt they have done their job.  Mr. Gibson said there is also some education needed here.  The 
Council had questions as to how people know they live in an historic home.  Mr. Colby said this 
information comes up when a title search is done, but people may not pay attention to it, or know 
what it means.   

12. Meeting Announcements: Historic Preservation Commission meeting Wednesday,
December 6, 2017 at 7:00 P.M. in the Committee Room.

13. Public Comment

Ms. Malay said Camp Kane is officially open. 

14. Adjournment

With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
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Mr. Pretz was not opposed to the modifications. However, he suggested they make sure the 
modifications are designed to be architecturally correct and proportioned appropriately with the 
house.  Dr. Smunt said to go with what they know existed versus adding an interpretive element 
that did not exist.   

Chairman Norris noted the arched window is one of the strongest elements on that portion of the 
building and the wraparound porch will drastically put this in the shadows.  Mr. O’Connor said it 
will still be visible from the street.  

The Commissioners were generally supportive of the concept, but suggested the O’Connors 
provide visual materials incorporating the modifications discussed.  

10. Additional Business and Observations from Commissioners or Staff

a. 217 Cedar Ave.

Mr. Colby noted the tour of the house is scheduled for 10:30 a.m. on Saturday and will be 
noticed as a meeting.  A suggestion was made to include the aldermen.  Mr. Colby advised some 
aldermen have already been through the house.  He said they have to be careful to avoid having a 
majority of a quorum of aldermen.  Dr. Smunt suggested inviting the 4th ward aldermen if they 
haven’t already been through it.  Mr. Gibson suggested Art Lemke and Dan Stellato.   

Since this is a public meeting, Mr. Pretz asked about inviting Dan Otto.  Mr. Otto has a 
background in structure and moving buildings.  Mr. Pretz felt Mr. Otto would be able to provide 
some valuable feedback that could be beneficial to the Commission in preparing a response back 
to the Council.  Mr. Colby said it would be acceptable to invite him as it is a public meeting.  

Mr. Kessler asked for clarification as to the purpose of the meeting/tour.  Was it to show the 
Council some options?  He restated his original position noting he felt their duty was to read the 
ordinance and see if this meets it.  He felt they had already done that.  He asked what they 
believe the outcome of their tour will be.  Chairman Norris suggested evaluating a plan after the 
meeting/tour.  Dr. Smunt said if they find the building has a reasonable chance at being part of a 
redevelopment plan if the property is sold, the Commission needs to say so.   

Mr. Gibson said the City Council is asking the Commission to give an opinion and provide 
guidance in making their decision.  He said the Commission could say they have taken their 
action, made a recommendation, and given a resolution, but this could be an opportunity to 
further assist the Council and advise them of everything the Commission did on this.  Mr. Pretz 
stated a developer was reaching out to the church to talk about the availability of the property.   

Mr. Colby said this discussion will likely return to the P&D meeting in March.  Mr. Gibson said 
he felt the 90 day extension was for the Commission to have time to review a plan.  However, he 
said if they are ready to give their feedback before then, they could move forward in doing so.  
Ms. Malay said it also gives the Council more time to do what they need to do.   
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Mr. Colby asked if the Commission wanted to set up a sub-committee or group to meet with 
interested aldermen and the church.  From a scheduling standpoint, he noted only two 
Commissioners would be able to attend.  Mr. Pretz felt it was a good idea if it helps the Council 
get a better understanding on the matter.  Dr. Smunt said it all depends on the outcome of the 
tour. The Commission decided to conduct the tour before making any further plans. 

b. Residential Façade Improvement Grant

Mr. Colby asked if anyone had any comments on the summary he shared with them.  The 
Commissioners did not have any additional feedback.     

c. West Dundee/Elgin

Mr. Pretz said he received information from the Dundee Township Historic Society on their 
plaqing process and qualifications. Their nominations were expanded to include homes 100 years 
and older.  He asked if this item could be put on the next agenda for additional discussion.  

Mr. Pretz also mentioned the City of Elgin has a celebration twice a year recognizing their 
nominated homes.  This is done by their heritage commission, in conjunction with their history 
museum and downtown partners.  He recommended doing something similar to recognize the 
homes that have been nominated in a given year.  Dr. Smunt said this may be an ideal way to do 
something for the catalog homes.  After categorizing them, they haven’t done much else with the 
information.  He said they could feature the ones that have recognizable original architecture.  
He felt it could be a seed to stimulate pride in their neighborhood.   

Mr. Pretz thought it was a way to continue reinforcing homeowners who received landmark 
designation years ago that they have a significant home.   

11. Meeting Announcements: Historic Preservation Commission meeting Wednesday,
December 21, 2017 at 7:00 P.M. in the Committee Room.

12. Public Comment

13. Adjournment

With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 8:20 p.m. 
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 MINUTES 
CITY OF ST. CHARLES 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 20, 2017 

COMMITTEE ROOM 

Members Present: Chairman Norris, Pretz, Smunt, Krahenbuhl, Gibson, Kessler, Malay

Members Absent: None 

Also Present: Russell Colby, Division Planning Manager 

____________________________________________________________________________  

1. Call to order

Chairman Norris called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  

2. Roll call

Mr. Colby called roll with seven members present.  There was a quorum.   

3. Approval of Agenda

Items 13 and 14a were tabled.  

4. Presentation of minutes of the December 6, 2017 and December 9, 2017 meetings

A motion was made by Ms. Malay and seconded by Mr. Kessler with a unanimous voice 
vote to approve the minutes of the December 6, 2017 meeting.   

A motion was made by Mr. Krahenbuhl and seconded by Mr. Gibson with a unanimous 
voice vote to approve the minutes of the December 9, 2017 meeting.  Ms. Malay abstained.  

5. Discussion: 217 Cedar Ave. site visit

The Commission conducted a site visit of the building on December 9th.  Six of the 
Commissioners attended.  Dan Otto was also present to assess the structure and provide feedback 
on his findings.   

Dr. Smunt said the inside was messy and neglected, but structurally, the building is very sound.  
He felt there was future potential for the structure in any redevelopment of the property.   
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Mr. Pretz said Dan Otto conducted a follow-up visit and also felt it was a sound structure.  Mr. 
Otto provided a written document with more detailed findings.  Mr. Pretz reviewed some of 
these findings.  Chairman Norris entered the document as Exhibit 1, dated 12/20/17.   

Mr. Kessler felt the building was in pretty good condition and Mr. Gibson thought it was in the 
proper condition to be saved.  Mr. Krahenbuhl said the house should not be demolished until 
there is a plan for what to do with it.   

Peter Vargulich was present on behalf of Baker Church and referenced the third paragraph in Mr. 
Otto’s letter.  It says the floors on the first floor are level and smooth with no signs of instability.  
However, Mr. Vargulich said he missed a significant warping of the floor in the front room.  Mr. 
Otto also stated moving the house was not feasible.  Mr. Vargulich asked for an explanation as to 
why he came to that conclusion.  Mr. Pretz thought he didn’t say it could not be moved; just that 
it may not make sense based on the stone and the type of structure it is.  It may be too 
overwhelming.  Mr. Gibson suggested they get further information from Mr. Otto concerning his 
comments.  Dr. Smunt said they could also get an opinion from a moving company with 
experience moving these types of structures.  Mr. Vargulich felt that was fair.    

6. Zoning Variation:  314 Indiana St.

John Cebrzynski, from John Henry Homes, and Dan Marshall, the architect, was present.      

The house on this property suffered a fire and was recently demolished.  The new house being 
constructed requires a variance for a reduced rear yard set-back from 30 feet to 20 feet, and an 
increase to the percentage of the lot that can be covered by buildings.  The request is for an 
additional 141 square feet of additional building area. The Zoning Board of Appeals will be 
reviewing the request at their upcoming meeting.  The proposed house is in the historic district 
and would require a COA prior to construction.  The information is being presented to the 
Commission for their support in granting the variance; and for preliminary review comments on 
the proposed design.  

Mr. Cebrzynski said the proposed house will be going from 17 feet to 20 feet in the rear yard.  
The front will match the house on the right when viewed from the street.  Everything else will 
remain the same.  He said the design fits in well with the area.  Mr. Krahenbuhl asked if it was 
possible to stay within the permitted square footage.  Mr. Marshall said they could, but the rooms 
will be very compact and will become a marketability issue.   

The Commissioners discussed the front set back and felt the proposal did not have a negative 
impact on the district.   

A motion was made by Dr. Smunt and seconded by Ms. Malay with a unanimous voice vote 
to recommend that the Zoning Board of Appeals grant a variance to allow for an 
economically feasible residential redevelopment of the property. The concept architectural 
plan will contribute to the existing adjacent architecture and streetscape in the historic 
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9a. 217 Cedar Ave. update

Peter Vargulich, representative from the Baker Memorial United Methodist Church, was present.   

Mr. Colby advised that the house mover looked at the building and provided a rough estimate of 
$100,000 to pick up the house and move it.  Without knowing the new location, the estimate 
does not include any costs associated with moving things out of the way such as utility wires, or 
a new foundation, utility services or building systems that need to be replaced when the building 
is placed in the new location. 

The church previously asked if Dan Otto would be able to provide an opinion about the 
renovation costs.  Mr. Pretz said Mr. Otto is interested in doing this, but he asked for a refined 
scope of work in order to determine exactly what the church would like to have done.  Mr. Pretz 
also asked for clarification as to Mr. Vargulich’s role in the church.  Mr. Vargulich sits on the 
Board of Trustees and is the lead trustee for the church on this project.  Mr. Pretz asked if the 
church has received any inquiries about the property.  Mr. Peter confirmed there has been some 
interest.   

Mr. Colby advised they anticipate placing this discussion before the Planning & Development 
Committee at their next meeting on February 12th.  This would be close to the 90 day timeline 
the Committee requested to postpone consideration of the COA.  Mr. Colby stated it would also 
be an appropriate time to ask the Committee about next steps.  He said the Church may choose to 
ask the Committee to make a decision on COA now, or wait to see what the Committee members 
suggest as the next steps before deciding what to do.  Mr. Vargulich was fine with this plan.  

Dr. Smunt asked if this provides Mr. Otto a reasonable timeframe to complete his work.  Mr. 
Pretz felt he would need more time.  Mr. Colby said they can advise the Committee they can 
generate the information from Mr. Otto if they feel that would of some use to them.   



Attachments from 11/13/17 Planning & Development 
Committee meeting packet 



Information from 11/13/17 meeting: 

Background 

Baker Memorial United Methodist Church owns a number of parcels adjacent to their church 
building at the corner Cedar Avenue and N. 3rd Avenue. These parcels include church-owned 
parking lots that are also utilized for public parking, and two residential structures: 211-215 
Cedar Ave. (a two-unit building) and 217 Cedar Avenue. The church has been exploring 
opportunities for both the parking lots and residential properties to be redeveloped in some form. 
The City’s Comprehensive Plan identifies the existing parking lot at the corner of 3rd and Main 
Street as a “Catalyst Site” for potential redevelopment that could have a catalytic impact on the 
surrounding area. 

Certificate of Appropriateness 
The properties are located in the Central Historic District. A Certificate of Appropriateness or 
“COA” is required for any exterior alterations to buildings located in a Historic District. The 
Historic Preservation Commission has the authority to either approve a COA or recommend to 
the City Council that a COA be denied. The review of a COA is based on criteria in the Historic 
Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 17.32 of the City Code). 

The Historic Preservation Ordinance states the following with respect to COAs for building 
demolition: 
“Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition or relocation of a 
building or structure, a plan for the use of the property being vacated by the proposed demolition 
or relocation shall be submitted and approved by the Commission, or upon appeal, by the City 
Council. The approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition or relocation may be 
conditioned on issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the new construction on the site.” 

Historic Preservation Commission review 
The Commission provided preliminary comments regarding potential redevelopment of the 
properties in July 2017.  In October, the Church requested Certificates of Appropriateness for 
demolition of both of the Cedar Ave. buildings. The immediate plan for use of the property is as 
greenspace and a prayer garden. 

At the meeting on Oct. 18, the Commission approved COAs to allow for the complete demolition 
of the 211-215 Cedar Ave. property and for demolition of the ancillary structures on the 217 
Cedar Ave. property (garage, decks, fence, etc.).  

The Commission recommended denial of a COA for the demolition of the primary structure and 
rear addition of the 217 building. To support a denial recommendation, the code requires that the 
Commission to make findings and identify individual code criteria that are not being met by the 
COA. The Commission passed the attached resolution with their findings by a vote of 6-0 (the 
Chairman does not vote). Members of the Historic Preservation Commission will be present to 
represent their recommendation.   
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October 13, 2017 
 
St Charles Historic Preservation Commission 
 
RE:  Request for COA to Demolish structures at 217 and 215-211 Cedar Avenue 
 
Baker Memorial United Methodist Church (BMUMC) has owned the residential properties at 217 Cedar 
and 215-211 Cedar for many years.  Initially it was BMUMC intent to combine these properties with our 
other adjacent properties (associated parking lots) for an annex building that would support Church 
missions.  That need has not developed.  As an interim use, the Church has provided the homes for 
families in need.  BMUMC has spent thousands of dollars in maintenance and repairs, as well as hundreds 
of hours of volunteer work. 
 
Over the past several years, BMUMC has gone through an internal evaluation process to decide what the 
future of our properties should be.  We have decided to sell these properties in conjunction with our 
other adjacent properties.  Currently we are looking for a developer that will redevelop the property 
(both homes and the parking lots -between Main Street, Cedar Avenue and 3rd Avenue).   
 
Our decision to request demolition of both homes is twofold.  First, the condition of both homes has 
deteriorated to the point where neither home is insurable.  We have included letters from our insurance 
company that address the condition of the homes and their decision.  Second, we want to be good 
neighbors.  The condition of the homes has an impact on nearby businesses and other properties for sale.  
Attached are letters from some of the adjacent property owners and their support of our decision to 
make this request. 
 
With planning for the demolition of both homes, we will need a new location for our refuse enclosure 
(which is currently adjacent to the garage at 217 Cedar).  We are proposing a location near the corner at 
4th Avenue and Cedar Avenue.  Attached are drawings showing the design for this new refuse enclosure.  
The masonry walls are detailed to blend with the building façade and new plantings will help to integrate 
it with the overall appearance of the Church. 
 
As an interim use of the residential lots (post demolition), BMUMC is planning to install a prayer garden 
on a portion of the 217 Cedar lot.  The design for the prayer garden is included within an attached 
drawing.  The remainder of the residential lots will be maintained turf which will support other youth 
activities and missions. 
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Travelers Risk Control 
161 N Clark Street 
Chicago, IL  60601 

 
October 10, 2017 

Mr. Dwayne Jackson 
Director of Risk Management & Ministry Protection 
Northern Illinois Conference of the United Methodist Church 
77 W. Washington St # 1820 
Chicago, IL  60062 
 
 
Dear Mr. Jackson: 
 

On October 3, 2017 we visited Baker United Methodist Church in St. Charles, IL and two rental houses 
they own across the street.  This letter will only reference the condition of the two rental houses, the 
church itself is in excellent condition.  Those two houses are 215 Cedar Ave, a yellow single family 
home, and 211-215 Cedar Ave, a blue duplex.  Both houses are owned by Baker UMC and are both 
currently vacant.  Both homes are in very poor condition and this letter will document why.      
 
211-215 Cedar Ave 
 
From the exterior, the stucco is missing in several places and is cracking on every elevation.  There 
are broken windows, a chimney that is deteriorating, a roof that is ten years past its service life that is 
leaking throughout the interior, a sidewalk and driveway that need complete replacement, rotting soffit 
and fascia, hanging gutters and excessive storage in the backyard, which is also overgrown. 
 

    
       Driveway, stucco, soffit all in poor condition                              Broken front window 
 
It’s very difficult to even get into this house because the front steps have deteriorated to the point of rebar             
being exposed.  Inside the home there is mold in both bathrooms and under the kitchen sink, evidence of 
constant roof leaks in every room on the 2nd floor and broken hand rails.    
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 2 © 2016 Travelers 

    
               Steps leading to front door                                    Mold and rot under kitchen sink 

    
               Bannister at top of stairs                             Shingles are curling due to extreme deterioration 

   
                   Rear elevation                                                    Roof leaks in every 2nd floor room 
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217 Cedar Ave 
 
This house has similar deterioration to the exterior as 211-215.  The front wall, as seen in the upper right 
photo below, is leaning towards the sidewalk and needs to be completely rebuilt.  There is rotting fascia, water 
damage on all the 2nd floor ceilings, the chimney has spalling brick, the sidewalks and driveway need to be 
repaired, the rear deck is overgrown and missing balusters and there are several places where mold is 
growing.        
 

    
                        Front of Home                              Front wall is falling over, steps and sidewalks in poor condition 

     
Rear of home, chimney missing bricks, stucco peeling.        Deck overgrown and is unsafe to walk on 
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                     Interior stucco peeling                                                 Roof leaks 
 
 

    
Mold in bathroom, likely inside duct work also                   Detached Garage in poor condition 
 
 
The purpose of this letter is to make you, your broker and our underwriting team aware that these vacant 
homes are in a state of disrepair.  There are structural, electrical, roofing and plumbing issues that make these 
home unsuitable for living in their current state and the poor condition of the sidewalks and front steps put the 
general public at risk.     
 
We appreciate your business and the opportunity to help you reduce exposures and minimize loss.  If you 
have questions regarding our discussions, the content of this report, or if I can be of further assistance, please 
contact me.  Thank you for choosing Travelers. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 

  
 Dan G. McGuire 
 Risk Control Consultant 
 312-458-6318 
 DGMCGUIR@travelers.com 
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Jenn Gunn

From: Pastor Mary @ Baker Memorial Church
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 8:09 AM
To: Jenn Gunn
Subject: Fwd: Two Houses Next above your Parking Lot

Can you please print this for me.   Also, can you please store a copy on the N drive with the other letter copy?   Any luck 
with the insurance folks? 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Theresa Pavlek <tps1563@gmail.com> 
Date: September 19, 2017 at 8:03:53 AM CDT 
To: pastormary@bakermemorialchurch.org 
Subject: Two Houses Next above your Parking Lot 

 

 

 

  

Dear Pastor Mary Zajac, 

  

Our business understands that your church has 
requested from the city, permission to demolish the 
houses at 211-215 and 217 Cedar Ave. These buildings 
are adjacent to the parking lot used by the majority of 
our customers coming to Avenue Two Hair Styling 
Inc.  These buildings in their current condition 
represent an eyesore to our customers, to the 
surrounding community, and to the many people that 
travel through Heritage Square retail and on Third Ave. 
on a daily basis. 

  

We understand that once demolished, the church plans 
to bring in top soil and plant grass seed on the two lots, 
with the idea of providing an open space and making it 
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a “prayer garden” for church activities. We totally 
support your effort to demolish the buildings to reduce 
risk and improve the aesthetics of the community, 
especially when viewing the neighborhood from the 
parking lot. 

  

Please feel free to share this with the city, along with 
other “testimonies” you may receive.  

  

Sincerely, 

Frank Pavlek 

Representing Avenue Two Hair Styling Inc. 

204 East Main St. 

St. Charles, IL 60174 

6330-584-2002   









 
 

            
Cross shaped raised bed.          Prayer Box 
 
 

 
Stone with Bible verse. 
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6. Preliminary Review:  211-215 & 217 Cedar Ave. 

Peter Vargulich and Reverend Mary Zajac, representatives from the Baker Memorial United 
Methodist Church, were present.   
 
The church owns the structures located at 211-215 & 217 Cedar Avenue along with the parking 
lot facing Main Street and the lot on the Cedar Avenue side.  Mr. Vargulich noted the church’s 
original intent in purchasing these adjoining parcels was to develop an annex for the church as it 
grew.  He noted this never came to fruition and holding onto this property was no longer in their 
best interest.  They have had tenants in both properties, but over the years this has proven to 
require a significant amount of effort for the church to manage, and has also become difficult to 
maintain.  Numerous trade services, volunteers and contributions have gone into those 
properties.   
 
The congregation has decided they do not want to own these properties any longer.  They are 
prepared to eventually move forward with soliciting a purchaser.  They would like to make the 
properties as ready as possible for development so they are proposing demolishing everything on 
the existing properties.  They felt that would help them in in marketing the properties for 
redevelopment.   Mr. Vargulich stated they haven’t determined the asking price yet, but they 
have done some studies and worked with outside consultants to help educate themselves in 
determining an appropriate land price.  They plan to eventually petition for a demolition permit 
and will come to the Commission formally to request a review. 
 
Chairman Norris said they need to discuss the properties separately as they are both unique.  He 
asked the Commission to start with the property at 217 Cedar Avenue.  It is a non-contributing 
structure built in the 1850’s in the Greek revival style.   
 
Ms. Malay is concerned with the loss of this structure due to its historic significance and 
allowing demolition without knowing what is going in its place.  She noted this was Judge 
Barry’s home, and it is believed that Abraham Lincoln stayed there.   
 
Mr. Gibson noted Judge Barry was one of the original judges in Kane County.  He is also known 
for taking part in helping break up Richard’s Riot.  Mr. Gibson understands a clear lot could 
potentially be easier to market, but they have found existence of a structure like this could be 
marketed as it stands.  He said this was an opportunity to potentially get someone who would 
want to restore it and return it to a more significant structure.  Mr. Gibson felt this was one of the 
more significant houses in the city in terms of history.  He would encourage them to investigate 
what the difference would be to market it with and without the house on the property.  He felt it 
should be one of the City’s historic landmarks if it was restored to any level of what it was 
originally.  He did not see any reason why they could not seek national historic registration just 
based on the scope of Judge Barry’s impact on Kane County.   
 
Ms. Malay noted Heritage Square is a good example of preserving a building like that.  She said 
they could find a developer that would be willing to salvage the structure and actually 
incorporate it into the redevelopment.  She said she would like to see them try to do something 
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along those lines.  Mr. Gibson stated that could form the foundation for a series of homes that 
reflect that same historic look.  Ms. Malay said that corner could also be used for commercial 
purposes so the building could be incorporated into office and retail space.   
 
Mr. Kessler said they have found an upswing in the number of people in that quadrant of town 
who, on their own, are landmarking and preserving buildings.  He felt there would be potential to 
tie into that in the church’s area.  He said they know of people who take on these types of 
projects.  Mr. Kessler also noted landlords/investors may also be interested in rental properties.   
 
Dr. Smunt asked if the parking lots are included in the sale of the properties.  Mr. Vargulich 
confirmed that is correct.  Dr. Smunt stated the City’s Comprehensive Plan is to get a parking lot 
off of Main Street and develop storefront retail with parking behind it.  He said there are all 
kinds of possibilities that he would like considered before he would approve demolition of an 
existing structure.  He noted he is not opposed to redevelopment and said the next buyer should 
come up with that plan to present to the City.  He said that one building could become a unique 
feature of a redevelopment project along with many other options for additional parking and 
more retail space on Main Street.  As a whole, it is right for a developer.  Dr. Smunt commented 
on the stone structure of the building and that the perimeter would be fairly solid.  He said the 
area has some great history and this house becomes part of that history.  He felt it was very 
inviting for redevelopment.  Dr. Smunt noted the church shares parking with the city.  He said if 
redevelopment occurs they would probably want to keep the same amount as they currently 
have.  Rev. Zajac said the church usually uses parking when others in downtown do not. 
 
Mr. Pretz was not opposed to redevelopment.  However, in reference to the home, once it’s gone, 
it’s gone.  He said not knowing what is going in its place, puts a burden back on the 
Commissioners due to all the unknowns.  He would like to know what is coming in its place.  In 
preparation for that lot, he is not opposed to demolition of the garage.  He said it’s definitely not 
contributing and sees no value in that particular structure, but the home itself could be brought 
up to a contributing level with the appropriate foresight by the potential owner.  At this stage, he 
would be opposed to any demolition on that particular site.   
 
Dr. Smunt said he does not see a reason to spend money on demolition.  He thinks the church 
could find a buyer and sell him/her the idea of mixed use development with historical features.   
 
Ms. Malay said if they think they can get more money with a cleared lot, another option would 
be to work out a deal with the potential buyer to have the church take care of the demolition, but 
first come through the Commission with the preliminary concept to see if it is going to work 
before they agree to purchase.  She said they can have as many people as they want come before 
the Commission with a concept plan.   
 
Mr. Gibson pointed out that a “non-contributing” rating does not mean it is not important.  It is 
specifically referring to the condition of the house as it stands architecturally.  Some 
modifications as simple as taking a porch or railing down can restore the architectural status to 
contributing.   
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Discussion on 211-215 Cedar Avenue:  
 
Mr. Kessler said someone may want to utilize the site on a temporary basis.  A landlord/investor 
may want to use it as a rental unit until they determine what they want to do with the site.  The 
corner area could also be named “Barry’s Corners” or “Judge Barry Corners” giving it a distinct 
little district.  However, once the structures are gone, all those possibilities are gone too.   
 
Mr. Gibson is not aware of any unique architectural or historical feature on this building that 
would prevent him from approving redevelopment use.   However, he would like to see further 
research done before any demolition is approved.    
 
Ms. Malay said this house would be the one she would be more likely to approve for demolition 
if they presented a good redevelopment plan.  However, she would not want anything 
demolished until they see a plan.  Mr. Pretz said he would also need to see the replacement 
before approving demolition.  
 
Dr. Smunt said this structure would be the one most likely to be removed on a redevelopment 
plan, whereas, the 217 structure has more historical significance.  He also prefers to see a plan 
before making a final decision.   
 
Chairman Norris noted that 211-215 is a non-contributing structure and the date of construction 
was from 1900-1920.   
 
Ms. Malay clarified that what the Commission is asking is not usual for anyone asking for a 
demolition. 
 
Dr. Smunt said he hoped that a potential developer would look at the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
that talks about getting some retail structures on Main Street with some residential space on the 
second or third floors.  He said if they used some turn of the early 20th century commercial 
vernacular architecture, it could be a beautiful redevelopment.  He would be open to a variety of 
ideas.   
 
Mr. Gibson said they could relocate 217 next to 201, a nearby stone house.    
 
Mr. Vargulich clarified his intent was not to suggest by demolishing the houses that the potential 
redevelopment would not be coming back to the Commission for review.  He said they will be 
going back to their church committee to see what they want to do.  Mr. Pretz stated it is 
important any potential developer pursuing demolition know they should be ready to talk about 
what they want to put in its place.   
 
Rev. Zajac said, as a neighbor to the redeveloped space, the church wants to choose a buyer with 
a plan that they are comfortable with.  She noted the idea of moving the structures sounded 
interesting because the current structures are oddly placed within the parking lots.   
 
Dr. Smunt said that whatever is presented, the Commission will give all due consideration. 
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Mr. Prentiss asked if the Commission could provide names of contractors who specialize in 
historic homes.  Mr. Colby will follow-up with Mr. Prentiss.  
 
Mr. Kessler said with the program being so new, and funds being rather limited, he may not be in 
full support of moving away from the letter of the ordinance at such an early stage of the 
program.   
 
Mr. Gibson stated this is a façade improvement grant.  He said people are looking for non-
regular maintenance items to be done so it has to be packaged in that way.  They want to make 
sure when the work is done, they have done something to make the home more historically 
accurate or more stable; something that is not maintenance items.     
 
Ms. Malay asked if he is planning on doing any other work.  Mr. Prentiss said these are his two 
main pressing issues right now.  Mr. Pretz asked for his timeframe.  Mr. Prentiss said he was 
concerned with the cost of the paint job and would need the contractor’s estimate before deciding 
when to do this work.  He is hoping he can do it next year.  The flooring issue is his first 
concern.  Mr. Pretz said the Commission would not be able to provide any cost relief for new 
flooring because this is interior work.  However, Mr. Krahenbuhl noted if he can prove there is 
something structural causing the problem and if it would cause other damage to the exterior of 
the home, then they may be able to assist.   
 
Mr. Kessler felt the sloping floor would have to be rather severe for it to actually be causing 
structural issues to the exterior.  He said they have already wrestled with some nuances with 
other homeowner requests in regards to what is considered a repair and what is a replacement.  
He did not want to add another element of complication to this process at this time.  
 
Chairman Norris asked about the availability of funds for this year and next year.  Mr. Colby 
said the portion of the budget that was attributed to the Residential Program for this year was 
$10,000.  He said that funding is still available.  He noted the Commission has been talking to 
other property owners about utilizing some of those funds, but he was not sure if those projects 
would advance.  Mr. Colby stated the 2018 budget begins in May.  However, he does not know 
how much funding will be available.   
 
Mr. Prentiss asked if there was a deadline for submitting his contractor information.  Mr. Colby 
said there is no set deadline, but applications are prioritized based on the order in which they are 
received. When all the information has been received, they consider the application complete.   
 

6. COA:  211-215 & 217 Cedar Ave. (demolition) 
 

a. 211-215 Cedar Ave. 
 
Peter Vargulich and Chuck Freiberger, representing Baker Memorial United Methodist Church, 
were present.   
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The Commission previously reviewed the potential demolition of these properties during a 
preliminary review discussion on July 19, 2017. Mr. Colby noted minutes from that review are in 
the packet as a part of the record and there is no need to restate any information contained in 
those minutes. 
 
Mr. Colby advised the request is for the demolition of the building.  He noted the Commission 
has the authority to approve the COA request and the ability to recommend to the City Council 
that the COA request be denied.  The Commission does not have the authority to actually deny 
the COA.   
 
Mr. Kessler said the replacement of the structure is a key element of the review process.  His 
understanding was the applicant was going to look into this and return with some ideas.  He 
doesn’t see anything new.  Although he prefers to see preservation over demolition, he does not 
think the 211-215 structure is that significant and would not oppose demolition.  However, it has 
to be part of a plan that shows something is going to happen in its place.   
 
Mr. Colby noted the COA process for demolition requires the applicant supply information in 
regards to what is going to replace the building.  He said the site plan shows the replacement is 
going to be an open area.  He said this meets the ordinance requirement.  The Commission has to 
weigh that information as part of its deliberation.   
 
Mr. Krahenbuhl felt the Commission could not approve the demolition at this point due to a lack 
of information regarding the replacement.  He said the building is in bad condition and cannot 
get approved for insurance.   
 
Chairman Norris asked Mr. Vargulich if the church intends on leaving the lot vacant, or if it 
would be used for something else.  Mr. Vargulich said the intent is for it to be a prayer garden.  
However, there is some sloping of the lot.  For level accessibility, the plan shows the garden on 
the 217 lot.  Both lots will be used for youth activities and youth missions.   
 
Ms. Malay said knowing the condition of the building and the idea of having an open space, she 
was fine with the overall demolition of the 211-215 parcel. 
 
Mr. Pretz commented on the letters of support for the demolition.  He felt the letter from the 
insurance company needed additional information to support their view.  He asked if the church 
had anyone from the City look at the building to see what might be a maintenance issue and what 
might be a violation.  He felt the report provided showed maintenance issues.  He asked if the 
other letters come from members of the church.  Mr. Vargulich said they were not.  Mr. Pretz 
said his concern with the letter from the Maureen Salesky, owner of Directions of Clothing, 
indicated the issue may be with previous tenants and not the building itself.  He felt removing the 
building to avoid seeing certain tenants was not a reason to demolish a building.  There were two 
other letters that discussed the condition of the houses and the unsightliness of them, and showed 
support of the prayer garden.  Mr. Pretz thought these two people may have been disserviced by 
not being given the whole plan of what the church may ultimately decide to do.  He said it’s 
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possible a developer may want that property at a future date in time.  Chairman Norris advised 
the Commission can only consider information provided in the project scope presented.   
 
Ms. Malay asked if the church still intends to put the property up for sale.  Mr. Vargulich advised 
that is their intention.   
 
Chairman Norris stated the property will still be within the historic preservation district, and if 
the property is sold to someone who would like to build a new structure, the Commission will 
still have the opportunity to review that project scope.   
 
Mr. Gibson asked if the church would be okay with an approval for the demolition of the 211-
215 building and not the one at 217.  Mr. Vargulich said he would have to go back to the church 
leaders for that decision.  Mr. Gibson was concerned that the project presented was based on 
having a certain amount of square footage that may not be available if one structure stays 
standing.   
 
Mr. Colby advised procedurally if the Commission approves a recommendation for denial, they 
would need to make reference to the COA findings, and note which findings are not being met.  
The denial recommendation would need to reference the specific structure and it may be 
confusing when they are discussing two different structures where there are different 
interpretations being made.  Mr. Colby said it was OK to split the COA into two because they are 
different buildings with different architectural surveys and different historical information 
associated with them.  He said it also provides the church the opportunity to pursue demolishing 
one without having to return to the Commission. He thought it might confuse the issue if they 
were combined together and the Commission voted for denial, but then said they are okay with 
one of them being demolished.  He recommended against putting the two buildings together 
under one COA consideration.   
 
Mr. Gibson referenced the minutes from the July 19, 2017 meeting.  He said the Commission 
asked for information regarding the plan for replacement.  Although they received a replacement 
plan, they were also told the property could be sold before that ever happens.  He asked if they 
are approving a demolition to create a green space, or are they approving a demolition to create a 
saleable property.   Chairman Norris said the church has the right to sell the property.   
 
Mr. Gibson said the plan talks about access and he felt that appeared as if they needed a plan to 
come back before them.  Chairman Norris said the sketch they have is the plan they presented.  
There are no plans to add a fence for access control.  If the house was taken down, the existing 
fence would also come down.   
 
Mr. Colby stated the COA requires they show what the replacement is, and as part of the 
demolition permit, it is a requirement the site be brought to the state that was presented.  He said 
that gets tied to the approval.   
 
Ms. Malay asked if they could put in any stipulations regarding maintenance.  Mr. Colby said it 
would fall under the property maintenance code.   
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Mr. Gibson stated the paperwork from the insurance company is a bit disingenuous.  He said it 
states there needs to be some repairs done, but it does not state they are going to terminate the 
insurance coverage. He felt they could always get some kind of insurance coverage.  
 
Mr. Gibson asked if the reason they were considering the demolition was because the building is 
in a state of disrepair.  Chairman Norris said the City has not cited it yet and anything can be 
fixed.  At the moment, there is nothing on file with the building department.  Mr. Gibson asked if 
the reason the Commission would vote on a motion to approve demolition was due to the fact 
that they do not consider this building to be historically significant. He said he was 
uncomfortable voting for demolition of a building that has fallen into such disrepair.  He felt that 
was not appropriate in the historic district.  Mr. Colby said the architectural survey lists it as a 
non-contributing structure and there hasn’t been any information offered on the historic 
significance of the building. Mr. Gibson stated they are not considering anything from the 
insurance company and only considering whether or not the replacement grass will have a 
negative impact on the historic district.   
 
Dr. Smunt joined the meeting after the discussion of this item had concluded. 
 
A motion was made by Ms. Malay and seconded by Mr. Kessler with a 3-2 voice vote to 
approve the demolition of 211-215 Cedar Avenue based on its non-contributing factors; 
and that it would be replaced with green space as proposed in the COA.  Mr. Pretz and Mr. 
Gibson voted nay.  Dr. Smunt abstained. 
  

b. 217 Cedar Ave. 
 

Ms. Malay said she is opposed to this demolition due to the historical significance of this 
property and how losing it would be a great loss of that history.  Mr. Kessler agreed.  He said the 
previous discussion in July included his options for saving the building.   
 
Mr. Gibson provided a picture of the building as it was before it was modified with stucco.  A 
second picture showed the building when it was purchased around 1921 by Frederick 
Rasmussen.  He also showed a picture of the Collins House at 201 Cedar and commented that 
this house was restored and is now a beautiful part of the Century Corners shopping area.  People 
are curious about that house and where it came from.  He feels the house in question has the 
same potential. He said even in its present state, it stands out.  He said the house ties in 
historically because the woman who purchased the home in 1942, Edith Kohlert, was the sister 
of Henry Kohlert.  Henry was the person who originally purchased the property the DuPage 
Airport sits on.  Edith was the secretary to Mayor Langum.  He said there are a number of things 
that can be done to this house besides knock it down.  It could be relocated, or it could be 
incorporated into a larger project.  He also noted the last remodeling job done on the house was 
in 1921, and that in itself was historic enough to consider keeping it. 
 
Mr. Pretz asked for the date of the house.  Mr. Gibson thought it was about circa 1846-1850.    
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Chairman Norris asked about the garage.  Mr. Gibson stated it was of no use and he would be 
okay with that being taken down.   
 
Mr. Krahenbuhl said this house looks more unique and he would support keeping it.  Dr. Smunt 
noted this house has greater historic significance and thought there could be a bit more 
architectural significance uncovered if the stucco was removed.  He still supports saving the 
building.  Mr. Pretz stated most of the issues are maintenance.  He said he could support 
removing the stucco to expose the stone, removing the garage, the deck, the driveway, the 
sidewalks, the vegetation and the front knee wall.    
 
Liz Safanda of Preservation Partners of the Fox Valley was present.  She said the house is in one 
of the oldest, and possibly one of the first, neighborhoods in town.  She said there have been 
significant improvements made in this area and this is part of the fabric of this neighborhood.  
She felt it was acceptable as is, but there was room for improvements.   
 
Chairman Norris asked if the church representatives would like the Commission to take this to a 
vote.  He said they could consider the primary structure with the attached south porch as one 
item, and the garage with everything in the back as another item.  Mr. Vargulich said yes, to 
continue with the vote. 
 
A motion was made by Ms. Malay and seconded by Mr. Pretz with a unanimous voice vote 
to recommend to City Council denial of the COA for demolition of 217 Cedar Avenue for 
the primary structure and the south porch, based on the following findings: 
 

1) Significance of a site, structure or building: The 1994 Architectural Survey 
classification of the building is non-contributing.  The home has historical 
significance.  The house is known as the Judge Barry house and is listed on the 
Library historic buildings site.  The Commission believes there is evidence to 
support changing the classification.  Evidence was presented at this meeting that 
supports changing this to a contributing structure.   

 Exhibit A is a picture of the house believed to be from the turn of the 
century.   

 Exhibit B is a picture of the house believed to be from the 1960’s that shows 
remodeling work.   

 Exhibit C is the Sandborn Map from 1898 that shows the building with the 
south structure attached.  

 Exhibit D is a descriptive statement for the landmark nomination.  
 

2. Architectural and aesthetic guidelines:  Demolishing the building would remove 
an example of Greek Revival Architecture that meets items 2a through 2h.   
 
3. Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation: Removing the structure will 
not be in compliance of 3a, 3b and 3e.  
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A second motion was made by Ms. Malay and seconded by Mr. Pretz with a unanimous 
voice vote to approve a COA for the demolition of the axillary buildings (garage, deck, 
driveway, knee wall, sidewalks) for 217 Cedar Avenue.   

 
7. COA:  307 Cedar Ave. (refuse enclosure) 

 
The proposal is for the relocation of a refuse enclosure for the Baker Memorial United Methodist 
Church.  The enclosure will consist of a CMU backup. The visible portion will be clad to match 
the façade.    
 
A motion was made by Dr. Smunt and seconded by Mr. Kessler with a unanimous voice 
vote to approve the COA as presented.  

 
8. Additional Business and Observations from Commissioners or Staff 

 
a. Residential Façade Improvement Grant 
b. Architectural Survey requirements 
c. Historic Landmark Nomination  
 

These items were not discussed. 
 

9. Downtown Partnership Update 
 
a. Walkability 

 
Mr. Gibson advised the Downtown Partnership is working with the St. Charles History Museum 
to develop what they are calling the “walkability of downtown St. Charles”.  As part of that, they 
are going to offer the downtown businesses branded materials.  The Executive Director of the 
Partnership is asking for feedback on the type of materials that can be used for the signs and how 
can they be attached to historic buildings.  The director will attend a future meeting for 
assistance with this.  The Commission discussed some options.   
 

b. America in Bloom Report 
 

Mr. Gibson read information from the America in Bloom report that pertained to heritage 
preservation.   

 
10. Meeting Announcements: Historic Preservation Commission meeting Wednesday,   

November 1, 2017 at 7:00 P.M. in the Committee Room.   
  

11.  Public Comment 
 
Brian Graf, the property owner of 515 Walnut Street, was present.  He was seeking information 
on the positive and also challenging aspects of owning a landmarked house.  
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I.    Executive Summary 

The City of St. Charles is seeking proposals from qualified developers to construct buildings on one or 

more of three building lots within the First Street Redevelopment Project in downtown St. Charles. The 

City is seeking development of mixed use, multi‐story buildings to complete the multiple phase project.  

The City desires buildings that will extend the character of the adjacent First Street project and 

complement the surrounding downtown development. 

Plans for buildings on these lots were approved as a part of a larger Planned Unit Development in 2006. 

The building plans contemplated three to four stories, with first floor commercial uses and upper level 

office and residential uses. Preliminary architectural drawings were also presented. Given the evolution 

of the project, other changes in the downtown area, and changes in the development market, the City is 

open to entertaining new concepts for these properties.  In particular, the City is seeking to add 

additional residential units to better balance the mix of uses in the overall First Street project. 

The intent of this Request for Proposals is to identify a qualified developer with appropriate plans that 

meet the City’s interests for completion of the First Street Redevelopment. The City intends to solicit 

interest and select the developer that best meets the qualifications of this request, with the intent to 

enter into a Development Agreement with the selected developer.  

 

II.    Background/Introduction 

The City of St. Charles, IL, located in Kane and DuPage Counties, is 34 miles directly west of Chicago, with 

a population of approximately 33,000.  The City’s historic downtown is located at its geographic center 

along the banks of the Fox River.  The First Street Redevelopment project is located at the center of 

downtown St. Charles and is generally bounded by Main Street (Illinois Route 64) to the north, 2nd 

Street (Illinois Route 31) to the west, the Fox River to the east, and Prairie Street to the south.   

Planning for the First Street Redevelopment began in the late 1990s through the creation of visionary 

planning documents. The City identified that the First Street corridor was underutilized and represented 

a significant opportunity to create a critical mass of mixed use infill development to complement the 

city’s historic Main Street and riverfront. The vision of First Street is a mixed use, pedestrian‐oriented 

environment that will attract patrons, residents, businesses, and visitors to enjoy the built and natural 

amenities of downtown St. Charles. The initial phases have been successful in achieving this vision. 

The project began construction in 2007, and Phases I and II were completed in 2009. These phases 

included demolition of existing buildings, creation of new public infrastructure, the relocation and 

construction of a new Blue Goose grocery store, mixed‐use Building 7A (BMO Harris Bank and 

apartments), and Building 4, a large structure comprised 4 stories, with retail (1st floor), office (2nd – 

4th floors) and 400 public parking spaces.  New public streetscape and open space enhancements were 

provided around the buildings to foster the desired pedestrian environment for First Street.  
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Phase III of the project began in 2015 and is currently under construction. Phase III is the property 

located east of First Street and north of Illinois Street, along the Fox River. This phase will include three 

mixed use buildings, with a 110‐space public parking deck, a public plaza and a bi‐level riverwalk.  The 

buildings will be comprised of a mix of retail, office, and residential.  Building 1 is completed and 

Building 3 is currently under construction.  Construction of Building 2 will begin in 2018. Completion of 

this phase is anticipated in late 2019. 

The remaining building lots in the First Street Redevelopment, identified as Buildings 6, 7B and 8, 

represent the final phases of the project. The City is seeking to capitalize on the current momentum and 

is seeking developers to partner with the City to complete the project.  

More general information on the project can be found on the project website: https://1ststreetstc.org/ 

 

III.   Site Information 

Each building lot is owned by the City of St. Charles. 

Location maps and plats of the properties are attached. Lots for each building were platted with the 

initial phases of the First Street project. 

Building 6 lot 

The Building 6 lot is located at the southwest corner of Illinois & First Streets and extends a full block 

south along First Street, and a half block west along Illinois Street. The Building 6 parcel is currently 

being used as a temporary public parking lot. The parkways along First Street and Illinois Street adjacent 

to the Building 6 parcel have not been improved, other than temporary/interim sidewalk improvements. 

The Building 6 lot includes a portion of a permanent parking lot row that is shared with the adjacent 

Blue Goose Supermarket. Per a Declaration of Covenants, within this parking row, 31 parking spaces on 

the Building 6 lot are to remain for shared use between Building 6 and the Blue Goose store. A copy of 

the Declaration of Covenants is attached. This shared parking area also serves as a shared access drive to 

a right‐in/right‐out access point to Illinois Street.  

Environmental contamination has been documented on the Building 6 lot. Materials excavated from the 

site may require special disposal. The contamination is thought to be centered at the north end of the 

lot, near the corner of First and Illinois streets. Preliminary information on the environmental 

remediation for Lot 6 is attached. 

Building 7B lot and Outlot 4/Lot 14 

The Building 7B lot is currently vacant and planted with turf grass. The parkway along First Street 

adjacent to the site has been partially improved with on‐street angled parking and pedestrian lighting, 

with a temporary/interim sidewalk installed. 
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The Building 7B lot was planned to accommodate a building pad only, with pedestrian corridors for 

building access on the south and west sides of the building. A shared access easement agreement 

extends over the driveways located south and west of the building, which are shared with the building 

to the south (BMO Harris building/Building 7A) and the adjacent Blue Goose store. 

Located immediately north of the Building 7B lot, Outlot 4/Lot 14 is a City‐owned public parking lot 

currently improved with 19 parking spaces. Per a Declaration of Covenants between the City and Blue 

Goose Store, these parking spaces are to remain as public parking. The potential exists for the Outlot 

4/Lot 14 parcel to be utilized in combination with the adjacent Building 7B lot. 

The parkway along First Street adjacent to Outlot 4/Lot 14 has been fully improved with streetscaping. 

Building 8 

The Building 8 lot is located at the northeast corner of Illinois Street and 2nd Street (Illinois Route 31).  

The Building 8 parcel is currently planted with turf grass. The parkway along the Building 8 lot, adjacent 

to 2nd St., is improved with a permanent sidewalk. The parking adjacent to Illinois Street is improved 

with a temporary/interim sidewalk. 

The parcel was planned to accommodate a building pad only. 

 

IV.    Development Information 

Zoning 

The properties are located in the CBD‐1 Central Business Zoning District. The Building 6 and Building 8 

lots are also located in the Downtown Overlay Zoning District, which restricts first floor uses. 

Information regarding the zoning district can be found here: https://codebook.stcharlesil.gov/title‐17 

All properties are within the 2006 First Street Redevelopment PUD, which imposes further limits on the 

first floor uses within the buildings to a limited list. A summary of the First Street PUD regulation 

applicable to the lots is attached. 

Plans for the development of each building lot were approved in 2006. Information and copies of the 

approved plan documents are attached. 

Building Design Guidelines 

The City adopted Design Guidelines for the First Street project in 2002. The Design Guidelines can be 

viewed here: https://1ststreetstc.org/documents/ 

The City has also adopted Design Standard and Guidelines in the City’s Zoning Ordinance: 

https://codebook.stcharlesil.gov/title‐17 
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The Building 6 and Building 8 lots are located within the City’s Historic District. Exterior architectural 

plans are subject to the review of the Historic Preservation Commission at the time of preliminary plan 

presentation, and are subject to the review for a Certificate of Appropriateness at the time of building 

permit. 

Parking 

The City is sensitive to the parking impact of these additional buildings, in terms of both the existing 

parking supply and new parking demands. The City anticipates a need for additional parking to be 

accommodated within the new buildings, in particular for residents. 

Underground parking was planned in the basement level of Building 6 (35 spaces), in addition to the 31 

parking spaces within the shared parking lot with the Blue Goose store. No additional parking was 

previously planned to serve Buildings 8 or 7B. 

The properties are located in the City’s Special Service Area 1A, which provides for the maintenance of 

public parking to serve the downtown.  From a code compliance standpoint, new buildings or uses 

within this SSA are not required to provide off‐street parking. 

At the northwest corner of Illinois and First Street, across the street from Building 6 and adjacent 

Building 8, is a 400+ space public parking deck. A smaller 110‐space parking deck is located at the 

northeast corner of the intersection. A number of other smaller surface lots exist in the vicinity. 

TIF District 

The properties are located in Tax Increment Financing Districts. The building 8 lot is located in the First 

Street Redevelopment TIF district (2002) and the building 6 and building 7B lots are located in the 

Central Downtown TIF district (2015). 

The TIF districts were established primarily to fund improvements to make the building parcels 

developable, including the costs of reconstructing roads and infrastructure serving the lots. 

Utility Information 

City utilities (water, sanitary sewer, electric) are available at, or adjacent to, each building lot. The 

following information is provided on a preliminary basis only for reference: 

Building 6: 

 Water Services (2” and 4”) stubbed at southwest corner of the lot. Watermain is also available 

along the First Street frontage of the lot. 

 Sanitary Sewer is located along the First Street frontage, Illinois Street frontage, and the 

driveway along the south boundary of the lot. 
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 A electric transformer has been placed to serve this building, located west of Lot 6 within the 

shared parking aisle. 

Building 7B: 

 Water Services (2” and 4”) stubbed at southwest corner of the lot. Watermain is also available 

within the driveway along the south boundary of the lot. 

 Sanitary Sewer is located along the First Street frontage. 

 This building has access to a transformer located west of the lot. 

Building 8: 

 Watermain is located along the Illinois Street frontage (in the parkway) 

 Sanitary Sewer is located along the First Street frontage and Illinois Street frontage. 

 This building has access to a transformer located east of the lot. 

 

V.   The City’s Interests 

The City has identified the following primary interests with respect to the remaining phases of the First 

Street project: 

 Expeditious construction and completion of all three buildings. 

 Market‐responsive uses in the buildings, with a preference for commercial use on the street 

level, and a preference for residential uses on the upper levels. 

 Quality architectural designs that complement the surrounding development. 

 Building square footage (in combination of all buildings) that meets or exceeds the overall 

square footage of the 2006 plans. 

 Adequate accommodation of parking. 

To accomplish these interests, the City will entertain: 

 Conveying the property to a developer for a minimal cost, in exchange for the developer 

assuming the site development costs. 

 Proposals for one, two or all three buildings to be constructed. 

 Modifications to building height or placement. Such as: 

o Including Outlot 4/Lot 14 parcel to enlarge Building 7B, for example, by extending the 

building over the parking lot. 

o Reducing the footprint of Building 6, to potentially open up the corner of Illinois and 

First Streets to improve visibility of adjacent businesses. 

 Changes to the PUD restrictions. Such as: 

o Changes to the first floor use mix, which may vary by building. 
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o Changes to building height. A total height of 55 ft. would be comparable to surrounding 

buildings. The City is open to considering more variation in the building height based on 

a specific building design.  

 The incorporation of public or private parking to serve the buildings. 

o Private basement level parking was planned to serve upper floor uses in Building 6. 

o An opportunity may exist for first floor parking within Building 7. 

 Potential to incorporate other adjacent property into one or more of the buildings (with the 

authorization of the respective property owner(s)) 

The City is seeking the developer to: 

 Complete any necessary environmental remediation. 

o The cost of remediation of the Building 6 site has been estimated at $120,000 for 

permitting and remediation work.  

 Install remaining public streetscape improvements, based upon designs consistent with other 

areas of the First Street project.  

o The City has estimated the cost of the Building 6 streetscape at $550,000 (for design and 

construction). 

o The cost of the Building 7B and 8 streetscape improvements have not been estimated, 

but these improvements will be primarily hardscape sidewalks and landscaping. 

 Pay all customary permit and impact fee costs, including: 

o Building Permit fees. 

o School and park land‐cash dedications for residential units. 

o Utility connection fees. 

o Kane County Department of Transportation Impact fees. 

 

VI.   Submission Requirements  

Three physical copies and an electronic copy of the proposal, to include the following information: 

1. Names, address and contact information for developer. 

 

2. Information regarding the developer entity, including disclosure of officers or members. 

 

3. Information regarding any potential conflicts of interest, including any relationship to any City 

official or staff member. 

 

4. Identification of members of the developer’s team, including engineers, architects or 

contractors. 

 

5. Information regarding previous similar project experience, with specific examples, and 

information regarding public financial assistance for the projects. 
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6. Plans for long‐term ownership and management of the building(s). 

 

7. Narrative description of the design intent for the project and the target market for commercial 

and residential tenants. 

 

8.  Preliminary level plans for the buildings, including: 

 

a. Scaled site plan showing building footprint and any other improvements on the lot, with 

a concept layout for streetscape or other public space improvements on the lot or 

within the adjacent street right‐of‐way. 

b. Scaled preliminary floor plans for each level of the building, with uses identified 

(Configuration of the interior of individual units is not necessary)  

c. Scaled preliminary level architectural elevations for all sides of the building, with colors 

and materials identified. 

d. Scaled cross sections of each building, with ceiling and building height labelled. 

e. Tabulation of the square footage and unit counts for uses within each building. 

 

9. Project schedule for initiating and completing construction of each building. 

 

10. Projected construction value for each building. 

 

11. Suggested business terms for the Development Agreement. 

 

VII.   Developer Selection Process 

The selection process will include the following steps: 

1. Submission of proposals 

 

2. Evaluation of the proposals by City Staff, based upon the criteria identified herein. 

 

3. Selection of a shortlist of by City Staff. 

 

a. Developers selected for the shortlist will be asked to provide financial information as 

determined by the City, sufficient to demonstrate the developer’s capacity to 

successfully undertake and complete the project. 

 

4. Interviews of shortlist by City Staff. This interview may involve representatives of the City 

Council. 
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5. Selection of finalist(s). 

 

6. Presentation by the finalist(s) to the City Council or a City Council Committee. 

 

7. Direction from the City Council for City staff to proceed with negotiating a Development 

Agreement with the selected developer, based on the suggested business terms. 

Note the City shall not be obligated to accept a proposal and reserves the right to reject all proposals. 

The City also reserves the right to negotiate with a developer on the terms of the Development 

Agreement. The City is not responsible for any costs incurred by developers submitting or presenting 

proposals. 

 

VIII.   Selection Criteria 

The City has identified the following criteria to evaluate responses to this Request for Proposals. The 

criteria are not assigned specific point values, but rather are listed in descending order of importance: 

 Expeditious schedule for approval and construction 

 

 Developer’s track record for similar projects 

 

 Construction of all 3 buildings, including parking accommodations 

 

 Construction value of buildings 

 

 Need for City financial assistance 

 

 Conformance with Design Guidelines 

 

 Need for additional PUD Deviations 

 

IX.   Project Approval Process 

The project approval process will require the following steps: 

1. Developer submits plans for zoning entitlements for review and recommendation from the 

Historic Preservation Commission and Plan Commission (A public hearing before Plan 

Commission may be necessary if the PUD ordinance requires amendment). 
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2. Presentation of the zoning entitlement applications and a draft Development Agreement to the 

City Council or City Council Committee for approval. 

 

3. Approval of the zoning entitlements and Development Agreement by City Council. 

 

X.   Additional Information 

Contact Person: 

Rita Tungare 

Director of Community & Economic Development 

City of St. Charles 

2 E. Main St. 

St. Charles, IL 60174 

(630) 377‐4443 

rtungare@stcharlesil.gov 

 

XI.   Exhibits 

1. General Site/Location Maps 

 

2. Plats of Survey 

 

3. 2006 PUD plans for Buildings 6, 7B, 8 

 

4. Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, Restrictions and Easements (affecting Building 6 and 

Outlot 4/Lot 14) 

 

5. Grant and Declaration of Easements (Affecting Lot 7B) 

 

6. School and Park Land‐Cash Dedication Worksheets 

 

7. Schedule of current building permit and utility connection fees 

 

8. Information on Environmental Remediation for Lot 6 

 

9. Summary of applicable First Street PUD information 
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First Street PUD ‐ Future buildings 6, 7B, 8 approved in 2006
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6

7B

Parking Information

31 existing surface parking 
spaces to be maintained in row  

behind Building 6 
(use to be shared between 
Building 6  & Blue Goose)*

19 public parking spaces to be 
maintained in City lot*

35 private parking spaces 
planned in basement 
level of Building 6. 

*Per 2007 Declaration of Covenants between City, Lot 6 owner (currently City) and Blue Goose

2



North

Fox Island Square

Arcedium

Wok N Fire

Parking Deck

Brunch Café
/ ALE

2006 Approved Site Plan

3



First Street PUD –Buildings 6, 7B, 8 approved in 2006 

 

Bldg. 
 

Parking  Floors  Uses per floor 

Square 
feet 
per 
floor 

Total 
Building 
Square 
footage 

Building 
Height 

Residential 
Units 

Flexibility to change uses 
under existing PUD: 

#6 
 
 

35 private 
spaces in 
basement; 
31 shared 
spaces in row 
behind building 
(existing) 

4  1st floor: Commercial  
2nd floor: Non‐Residential 
3rd floor: Residential 
4th floor: Residential 
 

13,753 
18,866 
18,866 
18,866 

70,351* 
 

55 ft.*  1 Bedroom: 8 
2 Bedroom: 14 
 
TOTAL: 22 

 
First floor uses restricted 
per PUD use list (see 
below) 
 
 
Upper floors can be 
residential, non‐
residential, or office, 
subject to revised 
Preliminary Plan 
approval  
(no public hearing 
required) 
 

#7B 
 
 

None  3  1st floor: Commercial 
2nd floor: Non‐Residential 
3rd floor: Office 
 

6,327 
6,572 
6,540 

19,439  50 ft.  None 

#8 
 
 

None  3  1st floor: Commercial 
2nd floor: Non‐Residential 
3rd floor: Office 
 

4,387 
4,660 
4,660 

13,707  49 ft.  None 

 

*Building #6 PUD Deviations: Building square footage in excess 40,000 square feet; building height in excess of 50 feet 

First Floor Uses: 

 Permitted without limitation: Art Gallery/Studio, Coffee or Tea Room, Live Entertainment, Restaurant, Retail Sales, Tavern/Bar 

 Limited to 25% of the combined gross leasable area of the first floor of each building in the project: Cultural facility, Indoor Recreation and 

Amusement, Personal Services (salons), Theater, Local Utility 
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(First Street) (Facing Blue goose)
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(Illinois St.) (Facing Park Deck)
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