
MEETING #1188 SEPTEMBER 28, 2017 

Meeting Agenda 

             CITY OF GENEVA PLAN COMMISSION 
 

Location 

City Hall 
Council Chambers 
109 James Street 
Geneva, IL 60134 
 
Time 

7:00 p.m. 
 
Commissioners 

Scott Stocking, Chairman 
John Mead 
Fred Case  
Mike Dziadus 
Mim Evans 
Cindy Leidig 
Ron Stevenson 
Michael Slifka 
Bradley Kosirog 
 
 
 
Staff Liaison 

Paul Evans  
City Planner 
Phone: (630) 845-9654 
Email: pevans@geneva.il.us  

 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 
 

3. Approval of Agenda 
 

4. Approval of Minutes:  September 14, 2017 
 

5. Concept Review 
A. Crissey Avenue Development – Conceptual review of a 

proposal to construct 22 new duplex units, a bikepath 
connection to Island Park via a new bridge connection and 
10 guest parking spaces.  The concept would require a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, a Zoning Map 
Amendment, and Preliminary/Final Planned Unit 
Development Approval.   

Location:    228 and 306 Crissey Avenue 
   

  Applicant:  John Luczynski, Oak Creek Capital Partners, LLC 
 

6.   Consideration of Proposed Amendments to the Plan Commission 
Bylaws 

7.   Public Comment 

8.   Other Business 

9.  Adjournment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

This Plan Commission meeting is being audio tape recorded, transcribed by a court reporter 
and/or summary minutes are being taken by a recording secretary.  The City of Geneva 
complies with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Individuals 
with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting who require accommodations in order to 
allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting are requested to contact the 
Planning Division at 630-232-0818 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to allow the 
City of Geneva to make reasonable accommodations for those persons. 
 

mailto:pevans@geneva.il.us
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PLAN COMMISSION PROCEDURE FOR CONCEPT REVIEWS 

Item number 5A on the agenda is a concept review.  The Plan Commission will not formulate a 
recommendation on the contemplated development.  A concept review provides the Plan 
Commission and the public with an opportunity to ask questions, provide informal review 
comments, and convey any concerns they may have.   

A public hearing would be required before the Plan Commission in the future if the developer 
decides to submit a formal application for the contemplated development.   Notice of a public 
hearing would be mailed to all property owners within 500 feet of the property and would be 
published in a local newspaper no less than 15 days prior to the public hearing.  At a public 
hearing all interested parties would be invited to present testimony for or against the petition and 
cross-examine witnesses presenting testimony for or against the petition.   

The procedure we will follow for the concept review this evening is as follows: 

• First, the developer will provide an overview of the contemplated development and 
will present any supporting plans or exhibits. 

• Second, the Plan Commission members will have an opportunity to ask the 
developer questions.  

• Third, members of the public will have an opportunity to ask questions, provide 
comments, and convey any concerns they may have.   

• Fourth, the developer will have an opportunity to answer questions and respond to 
any of the comments made.   

• Finally, the Plan Commission will provide the applicant with informal review 
comments and convey any concerns they may have.   

We are taking minutes of the meeting so if you do plan on speaking tonight we ask that you 
provide your name and address on the registration sheet located near the entrance of the room 
and sign in the space provided.  We also ask that you state your name and address when you 
approach the lectern to speak.  If you speak multiple times, please state your name each time.  
Everyone that wishes to speak will be given an opportunity to do so.  However, if your comment 
has already been made or your question has already been asked, it is not necessary to repeat it.  

 



PLAN COMMISSION MINUTES 
City of Geneva  

109 James Street - City Council Chambers 
 

September 14, 2017 – Meeting #1187 
   
Chairman Stocking called the meeting of the Geneva Plan Commission to order at 7:00 p.m.  Roll call 
followed: 
 
Present: Commissioners Case, Dziadus, Evans, Kosirog, Mead, Slifka, Stevenson, Chairman 

Stocking 
Absent: Commissioner Leidig 
Others Present: Community Development Dir. David DeGroot; City Planner Paul Evans; Planet 

Depos Court Rptr. Joanne Ely; Recording Secretary Celeste Weilandt 
 

Public Present: Sean Niklas, 200 N. Kirk Rd.; Vince Pesch, 833 W. Dakin, Chicago; Elfie Knox, 
601 N. First St.; Joseph Aiken, 228 Burgess Rd.; Don Wallin, 200 N. Kirk Rd.; Denise 
Blettner, 505 N. First St.; Miles Muellner, 417 N. First St.; Jeff & Michelle Muellner, 
42W121 Keslinger Rd.; Michael Cortintino, 1967 Pleasant Hill Lane, Lisle; Tom 
Amore, 115 Peyton St.; Gary Cushman, 451 N. First St.; Mary Ann & Jim 
Schwartzbach,1620 Pankow Dr.; Andrew Unger, 832 Longmeadow Dr.; Joan Hoxie, 
38W166, St. Charles; Lindsay Burgess, 537 N. First St., Linda Mazur, 513 N. First 
St.; Tony & Pat Vahcic, 400 Burgess; Lindsey Burgess, 537 N. First St.; Darryl 
Woods, 721 N. First St.; Janet Craft, 727 N. First St.; Kent Utsey, 721 N. First St.; 
Kathy Brockett, 459 N. First St.; John & Sue Sheridan, 1895 Southampton Ct.; 
Dennis Christensen, 320 Rosenfelder Ct.; Rick Thompson, 249 Rosenfelder Ct.; 
Carolyn Hill, 1855 Southampton Ct.; Tom Mattson, 395 Southampton Ct.; Dan 
Marshall, 512 E. Main St. St. Charles 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Approval of Agenda 
 
Motion by Commissioner Case, seconded by Commissioner Kosirog to approve the agenda.   
Motion carried by voice vote of 8-0. 
 
Approval of Minutes of August 24, 2017 
 
A change in the minutes was noted as follows:  where it states that “Mr. Kent Utsey, 721 N. First 
Street did not support …. the variance being requested.  He believed the proposal was not consistent 
with the existing, unique neighborhood (east of first Street)….”, replace with the following text:  “He 
believed the proposal was not consistent with the existing, unique neighborhood (on the east side of 
First Street)…”  Also where the original text states, “Also, the 47-foot tall roof top would be a wall with 
a party roof on it in a residential neighborhood.”; replace it with the following text: “Also, the 47-foot 
tall structures would be condos with a party roof in a residential neighborhood”.  Minutes of the 
August  24, 2017 meeting, as corrected, were approved on motion by Commissioner Mead, 
seconded by Commissioner Stevenson.  Motion carried by voice vote of 8-0. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
Chairman Stocking confirmed with Commissioners Dziadus and Case that they reviewed the last 
meeting’s transcript and were ready to participate in the discussion.  Both commissioners confirmed 
same.  Chairman Stocking reviewed the protocol for the public hearing and Planner Paul Evans read 
the contents of the Plan Commission file into the record since the last meeting.   
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A.  First Street Row Homes - Request for a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the subject 
property from the R6 Medium Density Two-and Three-Family Residential District to the R7 
Multiple Family Residential District and Preliminary/Final Planned Unit Development Plan 
Approval.  Location: 401 N. First Street.  Applicant: Brian Hogan, Hogan Design and Construction.  
(THIS CASE WAS CONTINUED FROM AUGUST 24, 2017 MEETING.) 
 
 Petitioner, Mr. Jon Green, president with Engineering Resource Associates and representing 
Hogan Design and Construction, summarized the changes that were made to the building plans since 
the last meeting:  1) the building was lowered; 2) the parapet wall design was altered along the north 
side; 3) a fence was added to the northern-most unit so that persons on the roof can be held back 
from the north elevation; and 4) the building will be shifted to the south approximately six feet and still 
meet all necessary requirements.   As for tree preservation along the northern lot line, the landscape 
architect has indicated the existing mulberry trees are generally hearty under construction conditions.  
There is no proposed utility or deep trenching work along the northern lot line.  Additionally, if roots 
are encountered the tree preservation plan discusses certain steps that the general contractor and 
subcontractor should follow.  However, additional tree preservation fencing to extend to the critical 
root zone will be provided along the northern lot line.  
 
 Mr. Dan Marshall, Marshall Architects, discussed the building was lowered one foot nine 
inches by recessing the first floor into the foundation and lowering the greenhouse.  The massing on 
both side elevations was broken up using notches into the facades.  The chimney was lowered; the 
height of the garage doors was lowered by one foot (now seven feet); and the north elevation had 
four options to consider:  1) the roof deck could be set back five feet from the parapet wall (Design A); 
2)  the parapet wall could be dropped and the railing set back from the parapet wall (Design B); 3)  a 
five-foot wood box fence would be included with gates (Design C); and 4) a six-foot wood box fence 
would be included with gates (Design D).  He explained the commission could choose the type of 
fence that would be setback from the parapet wall.  Colored renderings of a streetscape followed.  
 
 Mr. Marshall explained the roof deck design for the northern most part of the building.  
Comments from the commissioners were that the roof deck fence height should probably be low 
enough not to see it.  Commissioner Case questioned the need for the glass greenhouse height, 
wherein Mr. Marshall explained it was needed for the hydraulic elevator but it could be for usable 
space also. 
 
 It was pointed out that if the roof deck of Unit 1 was approved as is the owner would be 
required to come before the commission to enlarge it.  Staff pointed out that any one of the owners 
would have to come before the commission because the development was a PUD.  (Color renderings 
were distributed to the commissioners.) 
  
 Chairman Stocking opened up the meeting to additional public comment. 
 
 Mr. Gary Cushman, 451 N. First Street, believed the drawing was a misrepresentation of the 
buildings because only three were depicted on the overhead.  He believed the issue with the project 
was the zoning and the commissioners needed to look at Park Place, which had the same zoning – 
from R6 to R7 – and it looked like a college dorm.   
 
 Ms. Joan Hoxie, stated she attended the last meeting, did not live in the neighborhood, and 
explained that her grandparents owned the property at 11 Stevens Street for about 50 years and the 
“L-shaped” property behind Mr. Mueller’s house, down to the river.  That area included flower and 
vegetable gardens.  Ms. Hoxie said she was looking to purchase a property in Geneva and this 
development drew her interest since she would “be close to something she grew up around.”   She 
supported the original drawings and compared this proposal to areas on the East Coast which were 
enhancing to the area.  She believed the proposal was striking for the corner, it tied in historically to 
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the former home of the owners of the Geneva Bottling Works and its factory, as well as the former 
greenhouse.  She believed where the Geneva Bottling Works was currently located, it could be 
developed as townhomes or a development other than single-family homes.   
 
 In reviewing the changes being discussed tonight from the perspective of a potential buyer, 
Ms. Hoxie believed the space between the home on the north and the structure was generous; the 
reduced rooftop, however, diminished the value of the end unit, and college parties most likely would 
not occur with such type of development. 
 
 Ms. Lindsay Burgess, 537 N. First Street, was pleased with the changes made by the 
developer and asked whether anyone had spoken to the land owners to the east of the property to 
see what plans existed for those parcels.  Her concerns related to the zoning, traffic, and a density 
precedent being set of townhomes going down First Street. 
 
 Ms. Linda Mazur, 513 N. First Street, read a definition of zoning as taken from Legal Law.  
She stated she lives and drives in the neighborhood.  As for the City’s comprehensive plan, she 
stated it took the community and many specialists much time to develop.  She proceeded to quote the 
language from the City’s comprehensive plan as it related to the neighborhood under discussion.  
Ms. Mazur pointed out the lot under discussion was rezoned from R-1 to R-6 and now the developer 
was requesting R7 zoning with variances.  She strongly opposed any rezoning and variances which 
resulted in higher density and increased traffic and less of a transitional affect.  She applauded 
successful developments but not at the expense of herself, neighbors and community.  She stated 
other blocks existed in the city that awaited R-6 zoning.  Ms. Mazur voiced concern about precedent 
setting, spot zoning, and increased traffic, specifically at the intersections of Route 31 and 38.  She 
proceeded to point out the recent developments near the river, Wheeler Park, and industrial traffic 
from Stevens Street that were causing the current traffic issues.  If approved, she asked that the 
commissioners explain their reasons for the granting the rezoning, for the record.   
 
 Mr. Miles Muellner, 417 N. First Street, distributed a folder of documents for the 
commissioners’ review.   He discussed the area dynamics around Park Place, noting it did not 
accurately reflect what the neighborhood was.  He referenced the signed petition by the neighbors 
(Exhibit A to the minutes) who supported construction for the current R-6 zoning with no variances.  
He then invited commissioners to visit the structure located north of him stating it fits within the single-
family residences on the east side of Route 31 and matches the height of his home and the height of 
the neighbors’ homes and does not dwarf any homes.  The second document was a letter from the 
Abbott Tree Company (Exhibit B to minutes) where a certified arborist evaluated all existing trees on 
the south side of Mr. Muellner’s property which explained that the trees located on his property 
provided much shade and were a good sound barrier.  The trees were considered “heritage” trees 
with “okay” health and were considered “irreplaceable” but being located near construction would be 
detrimental to the health of the trees after 3 to 5 years.  The third document was a letter from Jeff 
Jordan, real estate broker with Re/Max Real Estate (Exhibit C to minutes) and in his opinion, the 
proposal would “adversely” affect the property value of Mr. Muellner’s home.  Mr. Muellner said his 
home, though not in the historic district, was originally built in 1911.  The home’s woodwork was 
original and the character could not be replicated.  He asked the commissioners to consider the facts. 
 
 Ms. Michelle Muellner, 42W121 Keslinger Road, stated the party deck could become 
detrimental to her son’s home because people will be drinking and tossing cigarettes.  Her son’s 
home is wooden frame and it was a safety hazard.  She said the reason for the party deck was 
because the developer had “eaten up every piece of land” and the only place to go was on top. 
 
 Ms. Darryl Woods, 721 N. First St., echoed the above speaker.  As for a rooftop garden, she 
voiced concern that although it would look high for the area, it was low for a roof top garden and it 
would be difficult to regulate as far as what could be seen on it, i.e., large trees/plants, trellises, and 
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whatever an owner placed on top.  It would be in the direct sight line of the Park Place townhomes.  
The development was on a corner with very high visibility.  Ms. Woods asked to seriously consider 
that.  She asked to have the planning report reflect “the facts on the ground” and how the 
development impacts Mr. Muellner’s home.   
 
 Mr. Kent Utsey, 721 N. First Street, stated he reviewed the proposal in detail and asked the 
plan commission to correct the staff analysis before it comes before the city especially as it relates to 
misstatements of fact.  Specifically, on page 4, he asked staff to define the terms “general area” 
under the Staff Analysis and questioned its meaning, such as all of Geneva?  A part of Geneva?  If it 
was a part of Geneva then he stated it meant the properties north of Geneva on First Street.   
 
 On Page 4, Section 1, Mr. Utsey summarized how specific sentences in this section were 
incorrect, such as how the five-unit row home development was inconsistent with the existing uses in 
the general area, and should be corrected to state that the five-unit row home development is 
consistent with only one property on the opposite side of First Street and not consistent with the 
property to the north or any properties in the immediate neighborhood extending north and south on 
the east side of First Street, emphasizing it was not opinion, but was fact.   
 
 Another misstatement he said, was noted on Page 4, Section 2, wherein staff states that the 
“requested R7 district zoning is consistent with the existing zoning classification of property within the 
general area.”  Mr. Utsey stated again, using the reasonable definition of “general area,” that the 
correct response should be that the requested R7 district zoning is consistent with only one zoning 
classification in the area and not consistent with any other existing zoning classification of property 
within the neighborhood.  It was a statement of fact.   
 
 Turning to the top of Page 6 where it stated that the First Street row homes are consistent with 
the comprehensive plan for Geneva.  The correct response would be that the proposed First Street 
row homes call for a rezoning from R6 to R7 which is a deviation from the comprehensive plan.  
 
 Again, on Page 6, Mr. Utsey pointed out the statement that the proposed use and 
development will not diminish the value of adjacent and nearby properties.  He believed that was an 
assumption given the fact that real estate professionals have stated otherwise.  He believed verbiage 
should be added that stated “real estate professionals indicate that the proposed development is 
likely to ‘inflict harm to the value of adjacent properties, especially those to the north.’”   
 
 The last items, Mr. Utsey noted, were  located on Page 8, Item 6, last sentence, wherein it 
states that the proposed use will not adversely affect the use and development of adjacent and 
nearby properties, wherein he stated the correct response would be that the location, size and height 
of the proposed building and other structures may adversely affect the use of adjacent properties, 
especially to the east side, the adjacent property to the north, and to the west sides of adjacent 
properties to the east.  He emphasized that such statement cannot be made unequivocally that there 
is no negative impact, as it requires a crystal ball.  Finally, he stated the proposed application failed in 
that it did not meet 4 of the 9 Special Use standards.  It was inconsistent with the use, zoning, the 
comprehensive plan and it would harm adjacent properties and the proposal could not be approved 
based on those facts. 
 
 Ms. Janet Kraft, 727 N. First Street, opposed the variance and the rezoning of the property.  
As for the term “neighborhood” she noted that Park Place was being used as the deciding factor.  She 
recalled back in 2009, 20 properties north of Mr. Muellner, along Route 31, received notices from the 
city to down-zone 24 of the properties because 16 properties were considered non-conforming due to 
narrow lots, hazardous conditions, etc.  Since then she has become very wary because the city 
wanted to change all 24 properties from R-1 zoning to R3 zoning.  However, a solution was found.  
With this proposal, approving the R7 zoning would set a precedence.  She asked the commissioners 
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to pay attention to the zoning definitions and listen to the neighbors’ comments and to think about 
what a neighborhood is.   
 
 Ms. Kathy Brockett, 459 N. First Street, summarized that the city had a plan and that the 
commissioners should stick to it even though the developer is pursuing four or five units. She 
believed her neighbors would not object to a two- or three-unit structure within the R-6 zoning.  The 
city’s plan was worthless if it allowed the next developer the same request. 
 
 Mr. John Sheridan, 1895 Southampton Court, explained he lived in other nearby towns but 
eventually settled in Geneva because he felt there was planning and foresight here.  He was very 
surprised to see this sort of development in the City and asked that the Planning Commission step 
back and think of people living in their community.  He did not believe the proposal fit the area with 
single-family homes and was jammed into the area.  He asked staff to think about what it wanted the 
city to become.   
 
 Applicant, Mr. Green, returned and responded in the following manner:  The price points will 
probably not result in a “party deck.” It will be used as a yard where one enjoys a cup of coffee or the 
usual barbeque; there is over 40-feet separation between the home north of the proposed building; 
and, per a screenshot, there is an increase in property values for the single-family home north of the 
development.  Specifically, in 2013 the Kane County assessed value for the north property was 
$117,673 and for year 2017 the assessed value was $118,145, with Mr. Green stating that Park 
Place was being developed during that time.  As for the tree root zone concern, he stated the 
proposed building did not fall within the canopy of the existing mulberry trees but offered that 
commissioners could draft language in the motion that he would work with staff and the city’s arborist 
to protect the existing mulberry trees.   
 
 For the trend of development, he pointed out there was a two-flat building north of the existing 
home and a mixture of duplex and multi-family developments in the area to the north.  The existing 
land use table in staff’s report summarized to the west, south, and east, existing multi-family uses.   If 
the parcel was developed as an R-6 parcel it could be split into two lots of record and each lot could 
have multi-unit buildings on them located within 6 feet of the property lot line.  The building was now 
moved over 21 feet off the north side yard setback and, being a PUD development, some of the 
standards allowed to offset the deviations with other items to make up the difference.   
 
 Besides the architectural features being proposed, Mr. Green stated the proposed landscape 
plan has been “beefed up.”   The rooftop glass greenhouse, he noted, would be set back 25 feet from 
the front façade and would be difficult to see from the street or sidewalk below.  It was a nice amenity 
that carried on the historical character of the community.  He also pointed out that the city’s 
Comprehensive Plan and the 2003 Downtown Area Station Master Plan describes that multi-family 
developments are good for the community and for this area -- they promote foot traffic which supports 
the tax base, and lists specific guidelines and recommendations that have been adopted for the 
Bottling Works plant site to the south.  The zoning is consistent to the adjacent zoning.  Mr. Green 
added that the proposed development, at two stories, offered some transitional zoning from Park 
Place moving toward the river.  As for the building’s height, he explained that the development took 
advantage of the unique property and topography, i.e., the garages were tucked in and the new plans 
incorporated terraces and retaining walls along the side elevations to keep the natural grade, grass 
and plantings up on a higher grade as opposed to being lower to Stevens Street.  The height 
measurements for the building were taken from the garage floors.   
 
 Commissioner Evans asked staff to explain how the development could end up with more 
structures on it and constructed closer to the lot lines with the R-6 zoning to which Dir. DeGroot 
proceeded to explain in detail.  Referencing the 2003 Comprehensive Plan on the overhead, 
Dir. DeGroot explained in greater detail the types of residential zoning that were approved by the Plan 
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Commission and City Council in 2003, stating the proposed development was consistent with what 
was approved.  He further referenced the Downtown Station Area Master Plan, referred to by 
Mr. Green, where an opportunity site existed -- No. 2, the west shore line – which concept was 
carried forward in the 2012 Downtown Master Plan by the commission and City Council and amended 
further in 2013.  The concept of having attached row homes on both sides of First Street, south of 
Wheeler Park were part of that plan, Dir. DeGroot continued, including the potential along the 
shoreline for higher density, multi-family development.  DeGroot further clarified the plans were 
conceptual and what was assigned in a comprehensive plan and planning documents was for land 
use and not a zoning district. Further clarification followed.   
 
 Commissioner Mead discussed his own understanding of the words “general area,” explained 
his belief that the difference between a three-unit row home or a five-unit row home would not 
incrementally change the material impact of the area, and going from the historic district into the park 
area, he believed, was a good use of the land for transitional housing.  He reminded the public the 
commission’s charge was based on the 9 standards and defining a general area was general in 
nature for a reason.  As for diminution of value, he did not believe a three-unit building versus a five-
unit building made a large difference in value.  He believed the proposal was a good use for the lot. 
 
 Commissioner Evans commented that since there were concerns about things being “flicked” 
off the building, she recommended that the roof top fence on Unit 1 be higher.  Per Dziadus’ question 
on whether the city was tied to keeping the zoning R6 and having to wait for a future development of 
same or accept the request for the variance, Chairman Stocking explained the commission considers 
what is before them:  the PUD and the current zoning.  However for the chairman, the issue was what 
was the better option.  The configuration and design of the building appeared to be the issue.  
 
 Motion by Commissioner Case, seconded by Commissioner Mead, to close the public 
hearing.  Roll call: 
 
Aye: None 
Nay: Case, Dziadus, Evans, Kosirog, Mead, Slifka, Stevenson, Stocking      
              MOTION FAILED. VOTE:  0-8 
 
 The chairman invited additional public comment. 
 
 Ms. Linda Mazur 513 N. First St., returned and clarified the statements she made regarding 
north downtown and also commented that some of those statements applied to almost all residential 
neighborhoods.  She stated the zoning and the comprehensive plan work together.  Ms. Mazur voiced 
concern about the term “concept” because she felt it was self-serving to the city and she did not 
appreciate the earlier statement/threat that other buildings could be constructed on the lot.   
 
 Mr. Kent Utsey, 721 N. First Street, also addressed the commission about the argument that 
the property could be divided into two lots saying the city could only do that only to the extent that it 
would be economically feasible.  He argued it was “a stretch” of the imagination.  As for the price 
point of $700,000 he found that difficult to believe due to the prices found across the street and in the 
area.  He said the argument was not about having multi-family; it was increasing the zoning from R-6 
to R-7 in an established neighborhood.  He found the proposal inconsistent with the zoning along the 
east side of First Street, not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and there was a reason it was 
zoned R-6.  Mr. Utsey recalled that if harm is caused by the actions of the city, the city becomes 
liable.  As a taxpayer, he found it very offensive if his tax dollars had to defend a lawsuit on something 
that the neighbors strongly opposed.   
  
 Motion by Commissioner Case, seconded by Commissioner Mead, to close the public 
hearing.  Roll call: 
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Aye: Case, Dziadus, Evans, Kosirog, Mead, Slifka, Stevenson, Stocking      
Nay: None            MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 8-0 
 
 Commissioner Evans, again, asked staff to explain why the R-6 zoning was designated for the 
area, wherein Dir. DeGroot believed it was established in 1995, if not sooner.  Evans pointed out that 
the zoning predated the comprehensive plan and so what was envisioned in the plan was not 
necessarily reflected in the zoning ordinance, to which DeGroot confirmed same and stated staff was 
in the process of evaluating the city’s current zoning regulations to align them with the visions of the 
Downtown Master Plan.  Dir. DeGroot provided the options the commission could consider at this 
time:  continue the hearing, amend the findings of facts, or make recommendations on the options.   
 
 Commissioner Kosirog asked how other commissioners felt about the precedent-setting of 
Park Place since it appeared things were being based on that development.  He asked staff whether 
it was relevant for this proposal, wherein Dir. DeGroot explained that Park Place was evaluated just 
as this proposal was; it was evaluated against the Comprehensive Plan and the Downtown Master 
Plan and it was a case by case basis.   
 
 Discussion followed on how to word the motion and what the commissioners wanted for the 
height of the rooftop fence.  Evans preferred not to see the fence and she deferred to seeing what the 
neighbor to the north (Mr. Muellner) wanted.  Commissioner Kosirog preferred the lower fence 
because there was a city ordinance in place should cigarette butts become an issue on Mr. Muellner’s 
property.  Commissioner Mead preferred North Elevation B; other commissioners were fine with it as 
well since optically the lower fence looked better.  As for the design of the First Street fence, 
commissioners were fine with whatever the developer chose.   
  
 Motion by Commissioner Mead, second by Commissioner Evans to approve the 
request for a zoning map amendment to rezone the subject property from the R6 Medium 
Density Two-and Three-Family Residential District to the R7 Multiple Family Residential 
District, subject to staff’s findings of fact.  Roll call:  
 
Aye: Case, Evans, Kosirog, Mead, Slifka, Stevenson, Stocking      
Nay: Dziadus           MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 7-1 
 
 Motion by Commissioner Mead, second by Commission Kosirog to approve a special 
use for Preliminary/Final Planned Unit Development Plan approval, subject to staff’s findings 
of fact, and the following conditions:  
 

1. Final engineering shall be approved prior to building permit issuance by the City; 
2.  A revised landscape plan shall be submitted which resolves the conflict with 

existing and planned utilities; 
3.  The applicant shall make a cash contribution to the Geneva School District in the 

amount of $6,766.28, at the time of building permit issuance; 
4.  The applicant shall make a cash contribution to the Geneva Park District in the 

amount of $21,062.25, at the time of building permit issuance; and 
5. The inclusion of North Elevation B as provided in the revised plans and 

specifications this evening. 
 
 Commissioner Case reminded the public that the Plan Commission was a recommending 
body and this application would go before the Committee of the Whole and the City Council.  
Commissioner Evans thanked the residents for their research and pointed out the commission was 
not cavalier in their decision and it did take their concerns very seriously. 
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(Chairman calls for a short break at 9:03 p.m.; meeting reconvened at 9:05 p.m.) 
 
Site Plan Review 
 
A.  Wendy’s Restaurant Removal - Request for Site Plan Approval of Façade, Signage and 
Site Plan Modifications.  Location: 200 N, Kirk Road.  Applicant: Sean Niklas with Saren 
Restaurants, Inc.  Mr. Niklas discussed some of the changes that Wendy’s was making to its 
restaurants that proved to be successful in other communities.  Reviewing the site plan, he explained 
that most of the changes had to do with repairs – the drive-thru lane, parking lot, outside furniture 
changes.  No changes were being made to curb cuts.  For this all-brick building, the existing front sign 
and side entry sign would be replaced in the same size.  The red flag blade, being the largest 
architectural feature and corporate identity, featured a new look and would give the site visibility as it 
sat low from Kirk Road.  The cornice would now be silver and new light fixtures would be 
incorporated.  A new interior was planned.   
 
 Commissioner Case stated the proposal was consistent with other Wendy’s found on Randall 
and Bricher Roads.  Commissioners shared their positive comments. 
 
 Motion by Commissioner Mead, second by Commissioner Case to approve the request 
for site plan approval of the facade, signage and site plan modifications subject to the 
following staff conditions:  1) the applicant shall install two-feet of landscaping around the 
entire base of the monument sign; 2) the applicant shall install 13 parkway trees along the 
bank lane, Whitfield Drive and north Kirk Road; 3) the applicant shall provide 75% ground 
cover for each interior parking lot landscaped island; 4) the applicant shall provide perimeter 
parking lot landscaping consisting of shrubbery, three-feet in height, along 50% of the 
Whitfield Drive frontage; and 5) the applicant shall provide four (4) additional shade trees as 
perimeter yard landscaping.  Roll call: 
 
Aye: Case, Dziadus, Evans, Kosirog, Mead, Slifka, Stevenson, Stocking      
Nay: None            MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 8-0 

 
Concept Review 
 
A. South Street Commons – Conceptual review of a proposal to: 1) demolish the existing 
structures and parking lot; 2) construct 14 new single-family homes clustered together on 
small lots to create a large shared common area; 3) construct private alleys and 15 guest 
parking spaces; and 4) install public sidewalks along South Street and Burgess Road. The 
concept will require a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, a Map Amendment, and Planned Unit 
Development.  Location: 1705 and 1725 South Street.  Applicant: Streetscape Development LLC 
 
 Chairman Stocking read the protocol for the above concept review for purposes of public 
comment.    
 
 Mr. John McLinden with Streetscape Development, reviewed two sites he redeveloped in 
Libertyville and Skokie, noting his company’s focus is on creating community.  An overview of the 
current site followed which was located at Burgess and South Streets.  It will include a center 
courtyard, alley along the perimeter of homes, and eight feet deep front porches.  Mr. McLinden 
described the design of the homes.  His target group was everyone.  The typical size of the home 
would be about 2,400 sq. feet, two-story (or three-story option), and priced between $500,000 to 
$700,000.  Mr. McLinden recommended the residents visit the School Street and Floral Avenue 
developments in Skokie/Libertyville.  He envisioned that the courtyard will have a large area of grass 
with uplighted trees and a homeowners association will maintain the common areas.  He believed it 
was about the quality of design and finishes versus quantity.  Details followed regarding the setbacks. 
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 Commissioner comments were mostly related to the tight density of the development and that 
three-story homes would not be favored due to their height.  Mead liked the concept of the rear 
garages  and adding net plus two points of ingress and egress onto the public streets, but cautioned 
the applicant that the areas be properly fenced and screened from the neighbors.  Commissioner 
Evans, while she liked the idea of bringing a different housing option to Geneva, she was concerned 
about the density and asked how the alley would be screened (board on board fence).  Asked what 
the long-term vision was for the medical office property across the street on South Street, Planner 
Paul Evans said it was a community recreational site, while the subject site, for long-term, discussed 
other uses than commercial.   
 
 Given the tax base and the balance of uses in the immediate community, Commissioner 
Evans queried staff as to what their thoughts were for turning over commercial and industrial space to 
residential uses and whether it was a wise decision for the long-term.  Discussion followed by 
Dir. DeGroot who explained the commercial/industrial base found in the city currently but that some of 
that space was dated and not conducive to modern users, who were not utilizing such locations, 
which was why staff was seeing pressure to redevelop for uses other than industrial space.  Asked if 
the site could be redeveloped for something other than residential use, Planner Evans explained 
some of the market was driving it and while it could be a good office location, it was not its highest 
and best use of the site.     
 
 Commissioner Case opposed the project due to its density in the surrounding R-1 and R-2 
zoning, the significant zoning change from R-1/R-2 to R4, and the number of units on the property.  
Commissioner Evans then proceeded to explain the motivation for density to the public explaining it 
would bring variety to the price point in order for families to live in the city.  However, she stated that if 
the density resulted in units that were more expensive than the adjacent single-family homes, then 
the project was not achieving that.  One of the appeals of density, she pointed out, was a lower price 
point, which she suggested the applicant to consider.  Continuing, Chairman Stocking favored the 
rear alleys and having the rear access.  He liked the common area, but not the density, and while 
diversity in housing was needed in the city, he was not sure if the location and design was right.  He 
asked the applicant the reason behind the side entrance versus a front entrance.  Asked if the front 
porch could be accessed through the court yard, Mr. McGlincon said it was a customer decision and 
could be done either way.  Chairman Stocking was also fine with a third floor. 
 
 Chairman Stocking opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
 Mr. John Sheridan, 1895 Southampton Court, voiced concern about the current traffic 
congestion on South Street and it increasing with new families.  Other concerns were drainage, 
parking for visitors, site access, and the area currently being surrounded by single-family homes.  He 
suggested more doctors’ offices at the site.  He also suggested that the developer sit and watch the 
traffic or have something more feasible for the site.   
 
 Ms. Sue Sheridan, 1895 Southampton Court, voiced concern as to whether enough green 
space existed for the children that were going to live at the development and their safety along 
Southampton Drive due to the traffic there.  She further stated South Street was very busy.  The 
proposed common area was not enough space for the children nor was the area the right area to 
bring in more children.  
 
 Mr. James Schwartzbach stated it was the wrong site for the development.  The corner of 
Anderson Boulevard and Route 38 would be a perfect location. 
 
 Mr.  Dennis Christensen, 320 Rosenfelder Ct., stated his neighborhood was undergoing 
construction from the Cooper Woods development and three additional homes being constructed at 
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Burgess and Kaneville, totaling 24 new homes going into the area from a year ago.  He further 
explained with this new denser development it would be difficult for pedestrian traffic.  He suggested 
waiting until the other developments were completed. 
 
 Mr. Rick Thompson, 249 Rosenfelder Ct., did not support the proposal.  He asked where such 
developments fit within the communities of Libertyville and Skokie, commenting that it did not fit in 
with the large lots of this neighborhood and it did not make sense.   
 
 Ms. Carolyn Hill, 1855 Southampton Ct., also agreed with the above comments, noting that 
the most consistent phrases she was hearing from tonight’s meeting were, “character of 
neighborhood and surroundings”, “protected areas,” “retain character,” “high density,” and “not 
consistent with the general area.”  She explained how the development did not fit in with the 
surrounding area, explaining that existing parcels in the area ranged anywhere from a quarter acre to 
well over a full acre.  She did visit the web site for the Skokie development and said the homes were 
tall with no architectural continuity with what was existing. 
 
 Mr. Tom Mattson, 395 Southampton Ct., resides behind the proposed Unit 3.   He voiced 
concern about increased noise in the neighborhood, unit price point, density, traffic in the alley, and 
additional noise from children playing in the “concrete stream.”   He believed the site was better 
suited for three units or single-family homes or the concept was better suited for Mill Creek.  
 
 Hearing no further comments the applicant returned. 
 
 Applicant, Mr. McLinden returned and again reminded the commission the proposal was to 
create a quality community.  He agreed the housing stock was different but a growing trend and 
added interest to the community.   
 
 Commissioner Mead asked the applicant for his ideal project size wherein Mr. McLinden 
stated it would be developing a dozen homes or probably 15 to 25 homes on an in-fill site.   Chairman 
Stocking closed by summarizing that the city needed this type of development but in a location that 
made sense.  His initial thought was that such proposal would be good at the Marquette site.  
Mr. McLinden believed he could address many of the concerns voiced by the residents and 
encouraged the commissioners to visit the Libertyville and Skokie developments. 
 
Presentation of proposed amendments to the Plan Commission Bylaws 
 
Dir. DeGroot quickly reviewed the referenced amendments to the bylaws, noting they were discussed 
at the commission’s June meeting.  If there were no questions, they would be prepared for action at 
the next Plan Commission meeting.  No questions followed.   
 
Public Comment   - None. 
 
Other Business – Dir. DeGroot stated there will be a meeting in two weeks (Sept. 28th). He briefed 
the commission on what the agenda entailed.  
 
Adjournment 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 10:11 p.m. on motion by Commissioner Evans. Seconded by 
Commissioner Mead.  Motion carried unanimously by voice vote of 8-0. 
 
 

  



 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 
Figure 1.  Location Map.  Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, September 2017. 

BACKGROUND/PROPERTY INFORMATION 
As shown in Figure 1, the subject property is located on the west 
side of Crissey Avenue, just south of the intersection of Crissey 
Avenue and S. Bennett Street.  The site is 6.47 acres and is currently 
improved with a driveway and former building foundation.  The 
house that was on 228 Crissey Avenue was demolished in 2010.  The 
southern part of the subject property is owned by the City of Geneva 
and has been used as a “clean” refuse area for by the City for the last 
few decades.  The northern part of the property is zoned R1 Low 
Density Single-Family District and is designated for “Single-Family 
residential” uses.  The southern end of the property is zoned RR 
Rural Residential District and is designated for “Parks and Open 
Space” use. The whole subject area is included in Development 
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Conceptual review of a 
proposal to construct 22 new 
duplex units, a bikepath 
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new bridge connection and 10 
guest parking spaces. The 
concept would require a 
Comprehensive Plan 
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Recommendation 

Staff has no recommendation 
at this time.  This conceptual 
review provides the Plan 
Commission with an 
opportunity to ask questions, 
provide informal review 
comments, and convey any 
concerns they may have.   

SEPTEMBER 28, 2017 AGENDA ITEM 5A              CRISSEY AVENUE DEVELOPMENT 
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Opportunity Site #6 in the 2013 Downtown Station Area Master Plan which is intended to improve the 
area east of the Fox River and provide a better link to the downtown.  Please see Table 1 and Figures 2 
and 3 for surrounding property information including existing zoning, existing land uses, and future land 
use designations.   

The applicant, Oak Creek Capital Partners, LLC, is requesting conceptual review of a proposal to 
construct a 22 duplex units with attached front-load garages.   All access would be provided off of a 
single cul-de-sac street from Crissey Avenue.  The size of the units are anticipated to be between 1,850-
2,350 square feet with a 1,200 square foot basement (lookout or full walk-out) bringing the total living 
area to between 3,000-3,500 square feet. Each unit type would have 3 possible floor plans – two one-
story plans and a two-story plan with a master bedroom on the main level.  Lastly, each unit would have 
full basements which will be partially finished.  

As indicated on the concept plan, the proposed development would have 30 foot wide streets and a 
substandard 50 foot right of way width with a bikepath and sidewalk adjacent to the pavement.  The 
applicant is also proposing to install a bikepath/bridge connection to Island Park with 10 guest parking 
spaces near the proposed detention basin. Please see attached project summary and conceptual site 
plan for more information.   

If the project moves forward, it would likely need to be processed as a Planned Unit Development.  
Although none of the proposed bulk standards have been provided, the underlying zoning is proposed 
to be R6, which is a two- and three-family residential district.  The applicant has also indicated that they 
would like to pursue Tax Increment Financing (TIF) to assist with the cost of the bridge connection to 
Island Park.  Staff has not received any financial information on the project or the expected project costs 
to evaluate the need for TIF assistance at this time. 

Table 1.  Surrounding Property Information.  Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, September, 2017. 

 

REQUESTS 
At this time the applicant is requesting conceptual review.  The Plan Commission will not formulate a 
recommendation on the proposed development at this time.  The concept review provides the Plan 

LOCATION ZONING DISTRICT LAND USE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 

R1 Low Density Single-Family      
RR Rural Residential 

Vacant single-family lots 
City of Geneva clean fill 
site 

Single-Family Residential 
Parks and Open Space 

NORTH R1 Low Density Single-Family  Single-family residence 
 

Single-Family Residential 

SOUTH RR Rural Residential  Union Pacific Railroad Public and Institutional 

EAST R1 Low Density Single-Family  
R3 Medium to High Density 
Single Family 

Single-family residences Single-Family Residential 

WEST RR Rural Residential Fox River Parks and Open Space 
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Commission and the public with an opportunity to ask questions, provide informal review comments, 
and convey any concerns they may have.   

A public hearing would be required before the Plan Commission in the future if the developer decides to 
submit a formal application for the contemplated development of the property.  Notice would be mailed 
to all property owners within 500 feet of the property when an application is filed and again no less than 
15 days prior to a public hearing.  Notice of the public hearing would also be published in a local 
newspaper.  At a public hearing all interested parties would be invited to present testimony for or 
against the petition and cross-examine witnesses presenting testimony for or against the petition.  A 
formal application to redevelop the property as contemplated would require the following: 

1) A Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from Single-Family 
Residential and Parks & Open Space to Single-Family Residential, Attached. 

2) A Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the property from R1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential and RR Rural Residential Districts to the R6 Medium Density Two- and Three-Family 
Residential District. 

3) Preliminary/Final Planned Unit Development Plan Approval. 
 

 
Figure 2.  Zoning Map of the Subject Property and Surrounding Area.  Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, September 2017. 
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Figure 3.  Future Land Use Designation of the Subject Property and Surrounding Area, based on the 2013 Downtown 

Station Area Master Plan and 2003 Comprehensive Plan. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, September, 2017. 

REVIEW COMMENTS 
Existing Uses/Surrounding Uses 

The existing use of the subject property is undeveloped land that was originally subdivided in 1929.   
Previously, the two lots to the north were used as part of a single-family development which was 
demolished in 2010; the circular driveway and foundation remain as the only vestige of that 
development.  The south side of the property is owned by the City of Geneva and used as a clean fill site 
for about 30 years.  Prior to around 1980, the site was used as the City dump site.  The property is 
surrounded to the north and east by single-family detached homes. To the south is the Union Pacific 
Railroad and the City of Geneva water treatment plant.  To the west is the Fox River and Island Park 
operated by the Geneva Park District. 

Comprehensive Plan 

The subject property is designated for “Single-Family Residential” and “Parks and Open Space” uses in 
the City’s Downtown Station Area Master Plan and is listed as a Development Opportunity Site #6.  The 
current plan concept depicts single-family homes and a trailhead public parking lot with approximately 
80 parking spaces, trails and riverfront open space.  The opportunity concept also depicts utilizing the 
grade change as a development feature.  The site was originally planned in 2012 for row house and 
multi-family residential development but was changed in 2013 to the current plan at the request of 
property owners in the area. The original plan goal was to “encourage more diversity in the type, cost 
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and density of housing in and near the downtown”.  The previous plan had suggested that the area 
could accommodate taller residential structures as the site elevation drops about 60 feet from east to 
west. 

The surrounding properties to the north, and east are designated for “Single-Family Residential” uses.  
The property to the south is designated for “Public/Institutional” use.  The property to the west is 
designated for “Parks and Open Space”.       

The proposed Crissey Avenue Development concept plan does address some of the housing and 
residential goals of the Comprehensive Plan.  The proposed concept does provide a different housing 
type for today’s lifestyle needs and provides improved connectivity to the Fox River for pedestrians and 
cyclists.  

Zoning 

The subject property is currently zoned R1 Low Density Single-Family Residential District and RR Rural 
Residential District. To the west and the south, the property is zoned RR Rural Residential District.  To 
the north and to the east, the property is zoned R1 Low Density Single-Family Residential District.     

The proposal would require rezoning of the property from the RR Rural Residential District and R1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential District to the R6 Medium Density Two- and Three-Family Residential 
District. While it is assumed that the proposed development would require some zoning relief, none of 
the proposed bulk standards have been provided.   
 

Questions for Consideration 

1. Is attached single-family zoning and lot configuration appropriate for this property?   
2. Is the use of the Planned Unit Development appropriate for this development?  Are there other 

design considerations that should be considered?  
3. Given an eight foot wide bikepath and a four foot wide sidewalk adjacent to the pavement, does 

the reduced right of way make sense here?  Will it leave sufficient room for utilities? 
4. Is the use of open space and amount of public/guest parking appropriate for this development 

given its size compared to the development concept?   

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff has no recommendation at this time.  The Plan Commission is not expected to formulate a 
recommendation at this time.  This conceptual review provides the Plan Commission with an 
opportunity to ask questions, provide informal review comments, and convey any concerns they may 
have.    

ATTACHMENTS 
Project Summary 
Conceptual Site Plan 
Aerial Plan 
Opportunity Site #6 



CRISSEY AVENUE REDEVELOPMENT 

Property Location:  West Side of Crissey Avenue, north of the Chicago & 

Northwestern Railway. 

Property Index Numbers: 12-02-357-006, commonly known as the Kefer Property; 

    12-11-101-001, commonly known as the Fitzpatrick property; 

    12-11-101-002, commonly known as the City Property; 

Current Zoning:  R-1 

Downtown Master Plan: Opportunity Site 6 - East Shoreline Opportunity Concept shows 

Single Family & Open Space with a Parking lot.  It is our 

understanding the original concept proposed significantly more 

density, however the neighbors vigorously opposed that concept, 

thus the current concept was a “default” plan.  Our goal is to be a 

hybrid between the original concept plan & the “default” plan. 

Bicycle Mobility Plan shows a pedestrian bridge connection from 

the Opportunity site to Island Park. 

Proposed Zoning:  R-6 PUD, to allow for the development of 22 duplex units.  

Concept Plan: Provides for twenty-two duplex units (11 buildings) aligned along 

a cul-de-sac, with a small parking lot at the south end of the 

property.  

 Unit types are planned to have three floor plans, two ranch or 

one-story units and one two-story plan, with a master bedroom 

on the main level.  All units would have extra deep basements, 

with the intent of having each of the basements being partially 

finished.  Duplex sizes are anticipated to be 1,850 – 2,350 square-

feet, with an approximately 1,200 square feet finished on the 

basement level, in other words the units would have a total of 

approximately 3,000 – 3,500 finished square feet.  

Given the existing elevation change across the site from east to 

west, all basements are anticipated would be either English (look-

out) or full walk-out. 

A pedestrian bridge connection which would tie the property and 

to Island Park, which is consistent with the Downtown Master 

Plan Bicycle Mobility Plan.  On site sidewalks would connect the 

bike path/pedestrian bridge to other east side properties – 

additional planning and coordination will need to occur to create 



safe pedestrian connections to properties east of the proposed 

site. 

A small ten car parking lot, which would provide parking for those 

wanting to access Island Park via the pedestrian bridge or provide 

additional guest parking spaces for the duplex units.  Additional 

parking for larger events at Island Park would use the existing City 

parking lot, located along the south side of Rt. 38, just east of Rte. 

25.  Signage to connect this parking lot and Island Park will need 

to be coordinated during the design phase of the project.  

 

 









CITY OF GENEVA 
PLAN COMMISSION BYLAWS 

 
ADOPTED _____________ 

 
 
ARTICLE I – GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 

1. These rules are supplementary to the provisions of the Geneva Code of Ordinances of the 
City of Geneva, as they relate to the procedures of the Plan Commission. 

 
2. No member of the Plan Commission who has a conflict of interest in a matter before the 

Commission shall vote thereon. 
 

3. Nothing herein shall be construed to give or grant to the Plan Commission the power of 
authority to change or alter the Zoning Ordinance, including the Zoning Map.  This 
authority is reserved to the Geneva City Council.  

 
4. The City Attorney shall be consulted in cases where the powers of the Plan Commission are 

not clearly defined. 
 

5. The office the Plan Commission shall be the office of the City of Geneva Community 
Development Department.  

 
6. Roberts Rules of Order shall be the official rules of the Plan Commission except when they 

are in conflict with the officially adopted bylaws. 
 
ARTICLE II - OFFICERS AND THEIR DUTIES 
 

1. Chairman 
 
The Mayor of the City of Geneva shall appoint the Chairman of the Plan Commission.  The 
Chairman shall: 
 

a. Preside at all meetings of the Plan Commission. 
 
b. Have general charge of the business of the Plan Commission. 
 
c. When authorized by action of the Plan Commission, sign and seal in its name 

documents as required by law. 
 

d. Appoint all subcommittees of the Plan Commission. 
 

e. Perform such other duties as are usually exercised by the Chairman, as authorized by 
the Ordinances of the City of Geneva. 

 
 

2. Vice Chairman 
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The Mayor of the City of Geneva shall appoint the Vice Chairman after the appointment of 
the Chairman.  In the event of the absence or inability of the Chairman to serve, the Vice 
Chairman shall perform the duties assigned under this Article. 

 
3. Administrative Secretary 

 
The Administrative Secretary of the Plan Commission or designee shall: 
 

a. Attend all regular and special meetings of the Plan Commission and maintain a 
permanent record of  permanents minutes of the same. 

 
b. Record the names and addresses of all persons appearing before the Plan 

Commission and provide summaries of testimony. 
 

c. Be the custodian of the files and records of the Plan Commission. 
 

The Director of the Geneva Community Development or his designee shall serve in the 
capacity of Administrative Secretary.  In the event of the absence of the Secretary at any 
meeting, the Chairman shall appoint a temporary Secretary.  In the absence of the Chairman 
or Vice Chairman, the majority of those present shall appoint an Acting Chairman. 

 
ARTICLE III – MEETINGS 
 

• Regular meetings of the Plan Commission shall be held on the second and fourth Thursdays 
of each month and recommendation meetings of the Plan Commission shall be held on the 
fourth Thursday of each month at 7:00 p.m. at City Hall, 22 South First Street, unless such 
day shall be a recognized holiday. In that event, the regular meeting shall be held at such 
time as the Chairman may designate. 
 
No petition or item of business shall be started after 10:00 p.m. unless it is determined by a 
simple majority vote of a quorum of the Commission that any such item of business or 
petition can be reasonably and expeditiously decided.  In the event the Plan Commission 
does not vote to consider an item on the approved agenda after 10:00 p.m., then the Plan 
Commission shall reconvene to consider all such remaining matters at a date and time as the 
Chairman may designate. 
 

• Regular meetings may be postponed by the Chairman or changed to another date, provided 
that adequate public notice is given, and all members notified. 

 
• Special meetings of the Plan Commission for a stated cause, may be called by the Chairman 

at a regular meeting.  Special meetings of the Plan Commission may be continued at such 
time and place as may be fixed at the special meeting. 
 
Special meetings of the Plan Commission shall also be called by the Chairman upon the 
written request of any four (4) or more members of the Plan Commission.  In this instance, 
the Plan Commission members shall be given a minimum of seven (7) days notice prior to 
such special meeting (excluding a special meeting called at a regular meeting). 
 
Proper public notice shall be given for all special meetings as provided by law. 
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• All meetings shall be open to the public, except for those, which may be closed under the 
provision of the Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 102, and Sections 41-44. 

 
• A quorum shall consist of a simple majority of the Plan Commission members for any 

regular or special meeting, and is required for any decision, determination, or official action 
by the Plan Commission.  A vote by a simple majority of those present shall be sufficient for 
approval of any decision. 
  

•  Plan Commissioners may participate in a meeting by video or audio conference, provided 
such attendance complies with the City’s adopted Electronic Attendance at Meetings Rules 
and the Open Meetings Act.   
  

• A quorum of the Commission must be physically present at the meeting in order to 
achieve a quorum. 

• No more than two (2) members of a Public Body may participate in a meeting by 
video or audio conference. 

• A Commissioner wishing to attend a meeting by video or audio conference must 
notify the Administrative Secretary not less than twenty-four (24) hours before the 
meeting. 

• A Commissioner may participate by video or audio conference if he or she is 
prevented from physically attending the meeting because of: 1) personal illness or 
disability; 2) employment purposes or the business of the Commission; or 3) a 
family or other emergency. 

• The Chairman will announce the name of any Commissioner participating in a 
meeting by video or audio conference at the beginning of the meeting.  

• A Commissioner participating in a meeting by video or audio conference shall 
preface their comments and their votes by first stating their full name.  

 
 

ARTICLE IV – ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 

1. All meetings of the Commission shall proceed as follows: 
 

a. Call to Order 
b. Roll Call 
c. Approval of Agenda 
d. Approval of Minutes of Previous Meetings 
e. Consideration of Petitions 
f. Old BusinessPublic Comment 
g. Other BusinessNew Business 
h. Adjournment Correspondence 
 

2. Continuance of a hearing may be granted at the discretion of the Plan Commission in any 
case for good cause, and for any interested party who has entered their appearance, as 
follows: 

 
a. New petitions or new business appearing for the first time on the agenda. 
 
b. Continued petitions 
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All petitions, which have been previously approved on the agenda of the Plan 
Commission, constitute continued petitions.  A request for the further   
continuance of a case will be considered at the time the case is called and upon showing: 
 
• That the petitioner has given reasonable notice in writing to all persons who have 

filed a written objection in the matter; and 
 
• That the petitioner will be unable to proceed with his evidence at the hearing. 

 
 

• Failure of petitioner to appear 
 

a. The chairman may entertain a motion from the plan Commission to dismiss the case for 
failure of the petitioner to appear.  In the absence of a motion by the Plan Commission, 
the Chairman shall rule. 

 
b. In cases, which are dismissed for failure of the petitioner to appear, the petitioner will be 

furnished written notice by the Administrative Secretary of the Plan Commission. 
 

c. The petitioner shall have seven (7) days from the date of the notice of dismissal to apply 
for reinstatement of the case.  In such cases, the petitioner must file a written request 
with the Plan Commission secretary for reinstatement. Reinstatement shall be at the 
discretion of the Chairman for good cause shown, and upon repayment of the 
appropriate fee by the petitioner. 

 
d. All petitions reinstated will be docketed and advertised by the petitioner following 

identical procedures required of new petitioners. 
 
ARTICLE V – PROCEDURE FOR HEARING 
 

1. At the time of the hearing, the petitioner may appear on his/her own behalf or be represented 
by counsel and/or agent(s).  In the event any objector(s) retain counsel and/or agent(s) to 
represent them at a hearing before the Commission, then such counsel or agent(s) shall state 
that he/she has been so retained and is present to object. 

 
2. Evidence shall be presented in the following order: 

a. The Chairman may make a statement or introduction of the petition as appropriate; 
b. Evidence, comments and staff report from the Administrative Secretary, if any; 
c. The Plan Commission cross-examines the petitioner and/or their witnesses; 
d. Upon being sworn under oath by the Chairman, the objectors present evidence; 
e. The Plan Commission cross-examine the objectors and/ or their witnesses; 
f. Recommendation from the Administrative Secretary, if any; 
g. Response by the petitioner; 
h. Response by objectors to new information presented in Item G; 
i. Open the floor for questions; 
j. Evidence, comments, requests or continuances by the Commission; 
k. Close public hearing. 
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3. The public hearing may be reopened at the discretion of the Chairman at any continued Plan 
Commission public hearing, if there is no objection from the Plan Commissioners, or on a 
motion and majority vote of the Plan Commission present. 

 
4. The Plan Commission shall not be bound by strict rules of evidence, and may exclude 

irrelevant, immaterial, incompetent or repetitious testimony or other evidence.  It shall be 
the prerogative of the Chairman to enforce a limit on testimony and shall be decided without 
debate by a majority vote of the members of the Plan Commission then present. 

 
5. A petitioner or objector, or the agent or attorney of either, may submit a list of persons 

favoring or opposing the application. 
 

6. The Chairman shall rule on all questions relating to the admissibility of evidence, which 
rulings may be overruled, upon motion and by a simple majority of the Commission. 

 
7. The petitioners and objectors should present all evidence they possess concerning the case at 

the initial phase of the public hearing.  The Administrative Secretary will accept written 
material (for distribution) from the petitioners or objectors requested by the Commission 
until such time as the Plan Commission takes the final vote. 

 
ARTICLE VI - DECISIONS 
 

1. The Plan Commission shall conduct its vote in public session. 
 
2. All decisions of the Plan commission shall be made by motion, seconded, and a roll call 

vote, polled by the Administrative Secretary.  With respect to a petition for a special use, the 
motion shall include explicitly, or by reference, the Findings of Fact, and shall state 
explicitly, or by reference, the reasons for the Findings s of the Plan Commission.  If 
conditions are imposed in a recommendation, such conditions shall explicitly be included in 
the motion. 

 
3. A summary of the petition shall be acknowledged as to accuracy by the Administrative 

Secretary and shall be a part of the public record of the Plan Commission. 
 

4. Notice of decision and/or recommendation of the Plan Commission shall be given to 
petitioner. 

 
ARTICLE VII – AMENDMENT OF BYLAWS 
 

1. These rules may be amended by an affirmative majority vote of the members of the Plan 
Commission. 

 
2. The proposed amendment must be presented in writing at a regular or special meeting 

preceding the meeting at which the vote is taken. 
 

3. These rules may be suspended for due cause upon the affirmative vote of a simple majority 
of the Plan Commission. 

 
ARTICLE VIII – MEMBERSHIP 
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 1. When a member of the Plan Commission has missed three (3) consecutive meetings without 
notifying the Administrative Secretary at least 24 hours in advance and/or a member is 
absent a majority of the regularly scheduled meetings in twelve consecutive months, the 
Chairman will request staff to prepare a letter to the Mayor for signature by the Mayor 
requesting the resignation of that individual from the Plan Commission for signature by the 
Chairman. 
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City of Geneva 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

PLAN  
 

COMMISSION  
 

BYLAWS 
 

Adopted  
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