SPECIAL CITY OF GENEVA COUNCIL MEETING
Monday, March 8, 2021 at 7pm (continued from February 22, 2021)
In adherence to Gov. Pritzker’s Executive Order 2021-01 and 2021-03 (updated mitigation tiers
and phases) limiting meeting gatherings to the lesser of 50 people or 50% of overall room capacity
and the requirement to wear a face covering in public places; attendance at public meetings may
be limited or restricted. City of Geneva meetings are now a combination of live and virtual. In
addition, meetings are livestreamed for the public to provide the ability to contemporaneously hear
all discussion, testimony and roll call votes of the open meeting in real time. Please visit the City
website for details on how to watch the meeting live. While the public may be limited or restricted
from attending meetings in person, individuals wishing to provide public comment may do so in
advance (recommended) or during the meeting by sending an email to:
publiccomment@geneva.il.us
For more information, please see the “Notice Regarding Meeting and Public Comment Rule
Modification Due to COVID-19”. https://www.geneva.il.us/DocumentCenter/View/8694/NoticeRegarding-Meeting-And-Public-Commeny
In addition, individuals unable to attend in person (due to gathering restrictions) may be recognized
during the meeting (audio only) by accessing the meeting via the link below:
https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/6666272342381169675
CALL TO ORDER
The Special Geneva City Council meeting was called to order by Mayor Kevin Burns at 7:00 p.m.
Aldermen present: Tara Burghart, Craig Maladra, Richard Marks, Jeanne McGowan, Gabriel
Kaven, Brad Kosirog, Robert Swanson
Aldermen and Clerk attending by video or teleconference:
Kilburg, Roger Godskesen.

Mike Bruno, Becky Hruby, Dean

Aldermen absent:
Staff Present: City Administrator Stephanie Dawkins, Assistant City Administrator Ben
McCready, Community Development Director David DeGroot, City Atty. Ron Sandack
Staff attending by video or teleconference: City Engineer Brian Schiber, Greg Chismark of WBK
Engineering for the City, Chris Lannert - Landscape Architect for the Burton Foundation, David
Riendeau - Engineer for the Burton Foundation
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Led by Tara Burghart, Becky Hruby and Jeanne McGowan
Mayor Burns noted the recent passing of two Geneva residents. William “Bill” Rosenfelder, who
served as Geneva Fire Chief from 1974-1980. He had also volunteered his time with numerous
boards and commissions throughout the community and ran the Ace Hardware store in town. The
Mayor related a story from Mr. Rosenfelder’s daughter.
Burns also noted the passing of Al Ochsner. Al served his country in the United States Army. He
was a member of the American Legion and a volunteer for the Geneva History Museum. He also
started Design Merchants, a gift and decorative accessories store in Stevensville, Saugatuck,
Benton Harbor Michigan, and Geneva, IL. He also worked as the Executive Director for The
Chicago Gift Association in the Chicago Merchandise Mart. After retiring he was an active
volunteer for the Geneva History Museum and St. Peter Catholic Church.
The room observed a moment of silence in honor of both Gentlemen.
Burns read a statement relating the current rules and procedures for meetings under Gov. Pritzker’s
Executive Order under the current pandemic and the process for submitting public comments.
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3. APPROVE SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MINUTES FROM FEBRUARY 22, 2021
Moved by Ald. Burghart seconded by Ald. Marks to approve the minutes.
Mayor Burns noted that a slight correction to the minutes had been emailed to the Council before
tonight’s meeting.
Roll Call:
AYES: 10

(Ald. Bruno, Burghart, Hruby, Kaven, Kilburg, Kosirog, Maladra, Marks,
McGowan, Swanson)

ABSENT:
NAYS: 0

Motion Carried

4. ITEMS OF BUSINESS
4. a. Recommend Approval of Ordinance No. 2021-03 Allowing for the Construction of
Emma’s Landing, a 45-Unit Affordable Rental Townhome Subdivision of Vacant Property
(Parcel No. 12-08-200-073)
Atty. Sandack and Administrator Dawkins reminded the Council that no motion was required at
this time, and Mayor Burns noted that this this was continuation of deliberation from the March 1,
2021 meeting, and would pick up where it left off.
Mayor Burns opened the discussion by noting that some changes had been made by the Burton
Foundation to address concerns raised, and invited Tracey Manning of the Burton Foundation to
the podium to explain the changes.
Manning noted that two requested items, regarding the retention pond and the barrier along the
railroad had been changed, and that that Engineer David Riendeau and Landscape Architect Chris
Lannert were available to describe the changes and to answer questions.
Burns then invited the Council to comment and ask questions.
In response to a question from Ald. Bruno for details about the changes to the retention pond and
drainage for the property, Burton Engineer Riendeau explained the changes, notably as to how the
drainage of stormwater would be handled.
In response to a request from Ald. Hruby for details about the plan for the fencing along the
railroad, Burton Landscape Architect Lannert described the changes proposed to address the
request. Ald. Hruby explained that she had planned to ask for an amendment to remove the
requirement for fencing, because it did not seem to fit well with the overall issues of safety for the
property and felt isolated, random and somewhat arbitrary.
4.a.1 Motion by Ald. Hruby to amend the proposed ordinance to exclude the requirement to
include a fence in the barrier between the property and the railroad line.
Moved by Ald. Hruby, seconded by Ald. Bruno to approve the motion as presented.
Ald. Bruno asked Burton if adding the fencing was onerous to the project, and Manning replied
that it did add cost which the foundation would pay for. Bruno felt that since no other townhome
projects had this requirement, it seemed targeted to this particular project he was in favor of
reviewing it.
Ald. Burghart asked for clarification, under parliamentary rules, whether it allowed for this
requirement to be removed. Atty. Sandack replied that since the overall motion to approve the
project had not yet been voted on, that this was action not out of order.
Ald. Kilburg felt concerned about safety, and that the council should take this opportunity to act
on it. Ald. Maladra, noting this was not fully resolved at the last meeting, was in favor of keeping
the fencing, for both safety and esthetic reasons. Kilburg also expressed concerns over the view of
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unsightly buildings to the East of the property, and suggested the fencing be extended to block this
view. Ald. Bruno made a friendly amendment request to allow the owners to keep the fence if
they desired, and Ald. Hruby politely denied that request.
There being no further questions or comments, the matter was put to a vote:
Roll Call:
AYES: 2

(Ald. Bruno, Hruby)

ABSENT:
NAYS: 8

(Ald. Burghart, Kaven, Kilburg, Kosirog, Maladra, Marks, McGowan, Swanson)

MOTION FAILED
Returning to the discussion of the main motion, Ald. Kilburg asked director DeGroot what efforts
were being made to clean up the unsightly properties to the East of the property. DeGroot said it
could be looked into as to whether any violations that could be pursued.
4.a.2 Motion by Ald. Kilburg to amend the proposed ordinance to extend the fence on the
eastern edge of the property to block the view of certain buildings.
Moved by Ald. Kilburg, seconded by Ald. Bruno to approve the motion as presented.
A discussion followed on the proposed extension to the fence. Ald. Hruby asked Burton about
plans for trees in the area. Kosirog agreed with Kilburg, and asked about potential violations in the
described properties. Atty. Sandack noted that the Nelson property had just been annexed and the
City just took ownership, so there are no violations that are germane, and the only topic that is now
before the council is the Kilburg motion to extend a fence. Sandack clarified for Bruno that any
neighboring property could not be included in this deliberation. Kilburg clarified that he was
questioning the property north of the project, and not the Nelson property. Burns asked Sandack
to clarify that the City had no jurisdiction, to which, after quick research by Dawkins, DeGroot
and Sandack, appeared to indicate that the property may be within the City limits. Sandack added
that at any rate, the topic was not relevant to discussion by the Council at this time. Kilburg felt
that the view of property to the East did seem relevant. Ald. McGowan suggested that if the
Council decides to require any structural additions to the project, that the City should pay for it
and that it was not fair to put the burden on Burton. Ald. Swanson originally supported the fence
for safety, but as it has delved into esthetic views, he would not be supporting it.
There being no further questions or comments, the matter was put to a vote.
Roll Call:
AYES: 4

(Ald. Bruno, Kaven, Kilburg, Marks)

ABSENT:
NAYS: 6

(Ald. Burghart, Hruby, Kosirog, Maladra, McGowan, Swanson)

MOTION FAILED
Returning to discussion of the main motion,
Burton Landscape Architect Lannert answered questions from Ald. Kilburg regarding the barrier
along the railroad, including distances from the property, safety, size of the fencing and sound
protection provided by fencing VS landscaping.
Burton Engineer Riendeau answered questions from Ald. Marks about size and elevation of the
retention ponds, from Ald. Kilburg about drainage and improvements to the release rate of
stormwater. Riendeau also told Kilburg that conversations with the City Engineer confirmed that
the drainage needs to go into the existing pond near the property. Further discussion with input
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from Greg Chismark of WBK Engineering, which is currently undertaking a stormwater study for
the City, confirmed this. In response to Ald. Maladra, Chismark said that the project would have
no impact on adjacent properties and that the stormwater flow would end being less than it is today.
Chismark added that this project would not solve existing problems, but would also not have an
adverse impact on the existing situation. Marks and Kosirog asked about the position of the
drainage exit from the retention ponds, and about the backup SSA, which DeGroot explained the
Kane County stormwater Ordinance requires a backup SSA.
DeGroot explained the formula used to determine the number of school children in a project for
Ald. Kaven. In response to a question from Mayor Burns, DeGroot said there had not been
concerns on this issue from any other developments.
Ald. Burghart asked Tracey Manning to describe supportive housing and about a live-in manager
for the property. Manning also responded to a question from Ald. Kosirog saying that no section
8 housing would be included.
Ald. Kilburg, noting he wished he could also ask the Home Owner’s Association, asked City Staff
about what lessons had been learned regarding such a project. Director DeGroot felt that he
believed in the process, that two very long PZC meetings had given the public an opportunity to
be heard, and that the City had done its best to provide notice and to be transparent. Atty. Sandack
noted that the HOA had been heard from during public hearings, which were now closed, so this
discussion was only for City Council deliberation.
Burton Engineer Riendeau in response to Ald. Kilburg, described the changes proposed to the
location and alignment of the right of way.
NOTE: In closing, members of the City Council made statements which fully addressed their
views. These written minutes can only attempt to capture the essence of their words, which richly
deserve being heard in their entirety by watching the official video recording of this meeting. –
(Recording Secretary)
Ald. Kosirog gave a statement including his feeling that even though those who opposed the
project say they don’t feel heard, they had been. He spoke further about how many people
approached him to say they had friends or family who had used affordable housing, or even that
they themselves have faced housing insecurity. Kosirog felt that since we would not judge those
people, that we should not judge this project, which is meant to help those in similar situations.
Kosirog commended the work of the PZC and spoke of the need for affordable housing, and that
he was in favor of the project. Kosirog added that he believed his vote in favor of Emma’s
Landing would make Geneva a better, more diverse and more inclusive place.
Ald. Maladra spoke of concerns encountered with past developments and spoke in favor of the
process the PZC, Staff and Council followed to address concerns and to ensure sound
development of this project. He recapped the income limits for potential tenants, and added that
someone earing less should still be allowed to live there pending favorable credit and background
checks. Maladra spoke of the goal to create housing that is affordable to people representative
of those who work in Geneva. He added that responsible ownership of rental property is key to
its success. Maladra said he spoke to municipal officials in South Elgin, Gurnee and Sterling
who gave a favorable view of the Burton Foundation developments in their cities. Summarizing,
Maladra felt the Burton foundation was a good partner to develop affordable housing in Geneva,
that there was no reason to say no, and that he does support the project.
Ald. Swanson noted that the City had been looking for a way to provide affordable housing for
both seniors and families for 23-24 years as first proposed in the Strategic Plan in the 1997, and
tonight’s vote will confirm whether Geneva is serious about supporting it. He felt that all
concerns from neighbors had been successfully addressed by the PZC and the City Council, that
he spoke with South Elgin who had had no problems with their recent affordable housing
projects, and that he would be voting in favor of it.
Kilburg offered three quotes from a movie which cleverly accentuated points of view about a
project like this. He was saddened that there were no suggestions to improve the process and to
get the community behind a project and move it forward. Ald. Kilburg spoke of receiving
approximately 350 emails both for and against the project, and that every Alderman probably
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had the same experience. Kilburg described the responsibilities for the Burton Foundation, City
Staff, the Council and citizens to ensure this project is a success, and that he was in favor of it.
Ald. Marks recognized the issues presented are real, including flooding and traffic, and called
on all members of the community, Staff and Council to work together to make the project a
success.
Ald. Hruby expressed her excitement and that she could not be prouder to support the Emma’s
Landing project.
Ald. Bruno felt that a thorough job had been done by the City addressing concerns raised, that
he supported the project, adding that zoning changes were needed to eliminate single family only
housing zoning and to allow affordable housing throughout the city.
Ald. McGowan said that if the council did approve the project tonight, that she had a statement
for the new residents to tell them you are welcome here, we are glad that you are here and we
are happy you will become Geneva residents.
There being no further questions or comments, the motion to approve Ordinance No. 2021-03 was
put to a vote. Administrator Dawkins read the ordinance noting that it included two amendments
added at the February 22, 2021 meeting requiring a Phase II environmental study and the inclusion
of solid screen including landscaping and fencing along the railroad, notwithstanding engineering
challenges that cannot be overcome.
Roll Call:
AYES: 9

(Ald. Bruno, Burghart, Hruby, Kaven, Kilburg, Kosirog, Maladra, McGowan,
Swanson)

ABSENT:
NAYS: 1

(Ald. Marks) MOTION CARRIED

4. NEW BUSINESS
Warm wishes and congratulations were expressed to the Geneva High School cheer and dance
teams for their recent achievements.
Ald. Kilburg added to the memory of Bill Rosenfelder, noting that he had been instrumental in
setting up the Fabyan Foundation Scholarship program, which has provided numerous financial
scholarships to GHS students over the years.
Administrator Dawkins reported that three public comments had been received via email and
would be added to the record.
Asst. Administrator McCready recognized two members of the public through the virtual platform.
Chuck Miles thanked the Council for their vote to approve the Emma’s Landing project, and
commended the Burton Foundation and local residents. He then read a list of names of people who
were waiting for housing, and how this project would directly help them.
Lindsey McCall thanked the council and Aldermen for responding to the concerns from the
community. She added that she will reach out to meet the new neighbors who move into Emma’s
Landing and spoke favorably as a whole of the Sterling Manor community and its residents.
5. ADJOURNMENT
Moved by Ald. Marks to adjourn the Geneva Special City Council meeting.
Roll Call:
AYES: 10

(Ald. Bruno, Burghart, Hruby, Kaven, Kilburg, Kosirog, Maladra, Marks,
McGowan, Swanson)
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ABSENT:
NAYS: 0

MOTION CARRIED

The meeting adjourned at 9:14 PM.
______________________________
City Clerk
Roger Godskesen
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Public Comment
Special City Council
Meeting
March 8, 2021

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Chuck Miles
Burns, Kevin; Hruby, Becky; Bruno, Mike; Kilburg, Dean; Maladra, Craig; Marks, Richard; Swanson, Robert;
Burghart, Tara; Kosirog, Brad; McGowan, Jeanne; Kaven, Gabriel; Public Comment
Dawkins, Stephanie; DeGroot, David; McCready, Benjamin
Comments in support of Emma"s Landing for March 8 Council
Wednesday, March 3, 2021 7:09:48 AM
Final Comments on Emma"s Landing.docx
PC 10-10-13 Sterling Manor Transcripts.pdf
South Elgin Comments.pdf
Stigma and Discrimination.pdf

I have attached a letter with my support of Emma's Landing and fact checks on some of the
latest comments. The additional attachments are facts in support of the letter.
Thanks
-Best Regards
Chuck Miles, PMP MBA
Leadership in Continuous Improvement and Supply Chain
Ph. 630-488-0670

Some Final Thoughts on Emma’s Landing

March 3, 2021

Supporters on February 22 Council Meeting
I have heard that there were some aldermen that did not understand why there were no supporters
speaking at the February 22 Council Meeting on Emma’s Landing. I would remind those
aldermen that if they had read the public comments that the city published, the city received
emails from 17 unique residents in support of Emma’s Landing – and probably more as some
emails indicated husband and wife support. There were 2 in opposition. The speakers in
opposition did not mention anything new that had not been discussed before. The supporters had
no more questions and did not want to waste council time repeating issues and to allow the
Council to begin deliberation.
Burton Foundation Engagement
I re-watched the council meeting from February 22 Several opponents and an alderman (not
representing that ward) were quick to state that the Burton Foundation did not do enough to
reach out to the residents.
I am aware that Ald. Marks and Ald. Clements had a phone call with Tracey Manning in advance
of the land sale discussion. Tracey stated on Monday that she had a meeting with the HOA
President and another meeting with the HOA President and 2 Board members.
Following are several emails that I sent to Ald. Marks after the land sale offering my assistance
in talking to the residents as a supporter of the project.
Chuck Miles <cmiles6926@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 14, 2020 at 6:54 AM
To: "Marks, Richard" <rmarks@geneva.il.us>
Alderman Marks,
I wanted to thank you personally for your comments on Emma's Landing and completely understand your
position and vote. It is important that somehow we work to improve communication with the Sterling
Manor HOA and residents. I am willing to do whatever you think may help improve this. My thought is that
a discussion with another Geneva resident and the HOA President/Board may help move this forward.
We need to find a way to communicate in our pandemic environment and our 'old' ways of a large group
meeting to present and answer questions won't work.
I know a few people in that area, but not a lot. Let me know what I can do to help.
I do know that there is a new President of the HOA. AID had approached the HOA about 5 years ago
when we were looking to develop housing on that land to discuss the HOA access ownership. At that
time, the HOA was not interested in relinquishing that ownership. I hope things have changed.
Thanks.
On Sun, Jul 12, 2020 at 6:23 PM Marks, Richard <rmarks@geneva.il.us> wrote:
Marks, Richard <rmarks@geneva.il.us> Tue, Jul 14, 2020 at 7:26 AM
To: Chuck Miles <cmiles6926@gmail.com>
Hello Mr. Miles,
Thanks for your understanding and offer to help. It was a tough vote for me. I will be reaching out to
people today to see which way is best to move forward. My belief right now is to educate everyone.
Hopefully that will lower the anger that exists right now.
I did talk with Mrs. Manning after the meeting last night and did tell her that I would like to work with the
foundation to make this a great subdivision. Those were not just words, I truly mean that.
We should talk soon to discuss how to move forward. My home number is 630-208-1523.
Thanks,

Ald. Marks told me last week that he had reached out to the HOA and advised them to work with
city staff. I could probably FOIA the city to see if the HOA did ask city staff any questions, but
as the council you should be able to get that easier than me. In all the discussions, the only issues
I heard from the HOA were refusal to sell access and reluctance to allow access to the retention
pond.
Compare this approach to another alderman that was told residents had questions. The response
from the council member – Reach out to the Burton Foundation. These residents (approximately
25) put together a zoom call with Tracey Manning to have their questions answered. In fact, they
had 2 zoom calls with Tracey to answer questions.
We can look at 2 other alderman that organized a resident discussion concerning the Campana
project – even though this was not a Geneva project.
Tracey Manning mentioned several times that she was willing to have people visit her properties.
2 residents took her up on that.
The League of Women Voters also held a zoom call on Emma’s Landing.
I am not aware of any of the opponents asking for a discussion with Tracey. They were in fact
told to work with the city.
Generally, developers work with city staff on the project. If the city council now feels that is
responsibility of all developers to hold separate public discussions, this needs to be
communicated to the developer.
Property Values
The question of impact on property values relies on 2 studies and ignores the information
submitted by the applicant as well as information concerning a review of the literature that
indicates there is more information that supports the conclusion that this type of development
would be good for property values, particularly if you consider that people bought in this
neighborhood expecting a water treatment facility on that land. The Campana study was not
accepted by Batavia as valid and the only property in that study like Emma's Landing indicates
that there will likely be no negative impact on housing values. The properties in the Batavia
study that served as the basis for the opinion of lower values are all multi-story apartment
buildings built in the 1970s.The Batavia study was commissioned by Tom Simonian.
On February 22, you heard a resident provide information questioning the validity of the
conclusion of the Stanford Study for this development.
Reviewing the 2013 PUD
In 2013, the PZC and the city council passed the changes to the Sterling Manor PUD, both on
unanimous votes. Current aldermen voting to approve the exact same changes that Emma’s
Landing is compliant with were Ald. Bruno, Maladra, Marks and Killburg. Also voting in the
affirmative that evening was Tom Simonian who has now spoken out against this development.

The record indicates that the Council vote proceeded without discussion. The transcript from the
PZC (attached) indicates that the was one voice in opposition and was from a resident not part of
the HOA.
In 2014, that same group of aldermen voted as part of a unanimous approval of the Homes for a
Changing Region recommendation that not only identified steps that Geneva needed to take to
improve the affordability of Geneva’s housing stock, but also identified the Lewis Road property
as a potential site for affordable housing to help achieve the goals.
HOA Access
The following piece of the PZC transcript is an insightful discussion between Commissioner
Erickson and current Director, Dave DeGroot from Page 8.
MEMBER ERICKSON: If you put the
18 buffer there, how are you going to access the
19 property?
20 MR. DeGROOT: Our City administrators
21 had preliminary discussions with the townhome
22 association, the surrounding area townhome
23 association, and they have indicated that they
24 would support access through that for a
1 development that was similar to what's out there,
2 the existing townhomes.

This is not what ultimately happened.
Stormwater
There has been a lot of discussion about stormwater. The Emma’s Landing development will
need to meet all County stormwater requirements.
There were several aldermen that appeared to conflate a sanitary sewer issue on the East Side of
town, Westfield Course, with stormwater issues at Emma’s Landing. A group of Westfield
Course residents researched the sanitary sewer issues and found that the problem was lack of
proper maintenance of the sanitary sewer system and not some stormwater backup issues as was
implied.
This leads me to wonder if the HOA retention pond flooding issue is a matter of maintenance.
During the flood there, Public Works identified blockage of outlet pipes (including plywood)
was the cause. Consider the resident comment about flooding from the 2013 PZC meeting (p 14)
"Another problem raised back in the late
15 '90s was water runoff. I live directly behind
16 the dry detention area which fills like a lake
17 during high rains and has overspilled through
18 neighboring backyards into the pond and onto
19 Kaneville Road.

Not a mention of flooding of the HOA pond.
The city also hosted a public forum on stormwater at the Public Works Department in the fall.
No one from this area was in attendance.
Given the guidance from the alderman to contact the city with any questions, I am confused as to
why the HOA and the attorney would make the statement that it is hard to get the information on
the stormwater plan. The city has that information if they had been asked.
Anonymous Letter
Over the weekend, someone or some group distributed an anonymous letter (attached) to
residents in Randall Square. In addition to the previously described misinformation on property
values there was a particularly concerning statement that the development would include … onsite drug and alcohol counseling to residents. This is a blatant attempt to spread fear.
I am glad that the authors (whoever they are) have been blessed to not have a family member or
friend that has been challenged by mental health issues (that manifest in drug and alcohol use) or
that know someone with developmental disabilities who needs a little extra help from time to
time in living their life. We are not all that blessed.
With the stigma associated with mental health, I truly pray that these comments do not
discourage someone that needs help from seeking treatment. Shaming treatment services is
the worst thing you can do to someone needing help. This

is flat out bullying, it is
wrong and must be called out and condemned.

Some of you may feel that this is an overreaction. I have dealt with personal mental health issues
as have family members. As a Board Member at AID, I have seen the damage that delaying and
avoiding treatment can do. I have also seen the almost miraculous recoveries from proper
treatment. So yes, this is personal. I have attached an article from the American Psychiatric
Association for a more detached discussion of the topic of Stigma and Discrimination.
If you have concerns about how this well these vital services work, I would suggest you re-read
the letter (attached) from the South Elgin city administrator where these services have been in
place since Water’s Edge opened.
Closing
Everyone is entitled to their own opinion, but not their own facts. Opinions and unfounded facts
should not be used to spread fear and anger.
These facts were available to all that wanted to take the time to have a discussion and understand
the issues. Hiding behind a private Facebook group and delivering anonymous letters designed to
spread fear and anger is not very conducive to an open discussion.

I urge you to vote Yes on Emma’s Landing

Chuck Miles
1015 Westfield Course
630-488-0670
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CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

All right.

The

2

next public hearing is regarding planned unit

3

development amendments ‐‐ request for amendments

4

to the Sterling Manor Planned Unit Development,

5

granted by a special use under Ordinance 91‐30,

6

that would allow Alternative Area IV to be sold

7

and developed as single‐family attached dwellings

8

or condominiums.

9

The Applicant is the City of Geneva.

The

10

location is the Sterling Manor Subdivision, Lewis

11

Road and Heritage Court.

12

MR. DeGROOT:

Okay.

The items I have

13

to read into the record for this include the

14

application to amend the Sterling Manor PUD

15

filed by the City of Geneva, a memo from the

16

Community Development Department to the Committee

17

of the Whole requesting authorization and

18

direction to advance this proposal, draft

19

amendments to the Sterling Manor PUD, a memo from

20

the Community Development Department to the Plan

21

Commission summarizing the request and providing

22

staff review comments, the certificate of

23

publication from the Daily Herald for the legal

24

notice that was published for tonight's hearing,
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and a copy of the notification letter that was

2

sent to all property owners within 250 feet.

3

So the property shown here highlighted in

4

red is the subject property.

5

Lewis Road just north of Heritage Court in the

6

Sterling Manor PUD.

7

access to a public street or frontage along the

8

public street, but this is the area that we're

9

referring to as Alternative Area IV.

10

It's located off of

You can see it does not have

Back in 1991, the Sterling Manor PUD was

11

approved, and it was approved for different

12

residential areas.

13

was approved as single‐family detached

14

residential consistent with the R1 district

15

zoning.

16
17

You have Area I here that

Area II, that was also single‐family
detached consistent with the R2 zoning.

18

Then you had Areas III, IV, and Alternative

19

Area IV, and these were approved as single‐family

20

attached dwellings, six units per acre.

21

was a maximum not to exceed 100 units total, and

22

that was to be divided up between Areas III, IV,

23

and possibly Alternative Area IV.

24

There

Alternative Area IV was identified as a
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parcel for City use or possibly part of the

2

attached single‐family development.

3

As you can see here, Areas III and IV were

4

developed as the attached single‐family

5

townhomes.

6

There is 80 units in Area III, 20 units in Area

7

IV, so the maximum of 100 units has been

8

utilized.

They did max out the number of units.

9

The City has not developed anything on that

10

Alternative Area IV and has no plans to and would

11

like to sell the property; but under the current

12

PUD, there's no other use allowed because they've

13

maxed out 100 townhome units.

14

The existing zoning is R7 for the property,

15

so the existing zoning is multi‐family, which is

16

consistent with the townhomes to the west and to

17

the south.

18

It's shown in the comprehensive plan as

19

open space.

20

comprehensive plan was done in 2003 well after

21

the PUD, and the property was vacant at the time.

22

So it was just kind of shown ‐‐ and these

23

100 units had already been built, so it was shown

24

as being left in open space.

That's largely because the
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You can see the property again to the west

2

and south is shown in multi‐family residential as

3

well as the property to the east.

4

So the request is to allow the subject

5

property to be developed in the same manner at

6

the same density level as the existing townhomes,

7

six dwelling units per acre, but a maximum not to

8

exceed 50 units.

9

What we did is we kind of calculated the

10

amount of units that were built on Areas III and

11

IV along with that 100‐unit cap and applied that

12

to this 8 1/2 acres and determined that the

13

maximum number you could put at that density

14

would be about 50 units.

15

So that's kind of the quick run through.

16

The specific amendments proposed to the PUD are

17

shown on page 3 of the staff report.

18
19

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

Is there a

potential buyer at this point?

20

MR. DeGROOT:

There is not at this

21

point.

22

in place so we could put this property on the

23

market.

24

Right now we are trying to put the zoning

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

Okay.

Chicago-area Realtime Reporters, Ltd.
800.232.0265 - Chicago-Realtime.com

Questions?

REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS -- 10/10/2013
7
1

MEMBER STOCKING:

Dave, was the

2

original PUD for the dedication of that a

3

mandatory requirement?

4

that out to the City for a school site or

5

something like that?

6

that?

7

Did they like dedicate

What's the reasoning behind

MR. DeGROOT:

I think it was the

8

stormwater treatment plant that was proposed

9

there, the water treatment plant.

10

MR. UNTCH:

A potable drinking

11

treatment facility was originally proposed for

12

this site, and I'm going to say probably starting

13

10 years ago, our public works department was

14

working on a project to meet the amped‐up

15

standards regarding radium in our filtration

16

system.

17

were being upgraded, so we had to come up with a

18

new treatment facility.

There were federal requirements that

19

Through their studies of the site and the

20

facilities that needed to be built for this new

21

treatment facility, they realized that it would

22

not fit on the property for the technology that

23

they were going to be using.

24

MEMBER STOCKING:

Was it dedicated,
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or did the City purchase it?

2

MR. UNTCH:

This was actually ‐‐ I

3

believe this was a developer contribution that

4

was land deeded to the City as a part of the

5

overall approval for Sterling Manor.

6

MEMBER STOCKING:

So the reason ‐‐

7

they thought there was going to be a treatment

8

plant there, that's why they put the buffer in.

9

So that explains the buffer along the street.

10

MR. UNTCH:

You know, I've never

11

really heard the reason for the buffer, but that

12

might be the reason.

13
14

MEMBER STOCKING:

They thought it

might be a pretty heavy use back there ‐‐

15

MR. UNTCH:

16

MEMBER STOCKING ‐‐ and put a berm up.

17

MEMBER ERICKSON:

Right.

If you put the

18

buffer there, how are you going to access the

19

property?

20

MR. DeGROOT:

Our City administrators

21

had preliminary discussions with the townhome

22

association, the surrounding area townhome

23

association, and they have indicated that they

24

would support access through that for a
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development that was similar to what's out there,

2

the existing townhomes.

3

MEMBER ERICKSON:

4

back to what the City was going to do.

5

MEMBER STOCKING:

6

MR. DeGROOT:

With the design

looked at.

9

MEMBER STOCKING:

10
11

Was there zoning

proposed?

7
8

I guess I'm going

MR. DeGROOT:

As proposed.

As proposed.

I'm sorry, Joel, I missed that.

12

MEMBER ERICKSON:

No.

It was just

13

conjecture on what the City was thinking because

14

they would have access to the ‐‐ if it was going

15

to be a treatment plant or whatever, they'd have

16

to get back there somehow.

17

So anybody that buys this is going to buy

18

it based on the condition that they have some

19

type of easement.

20

MR. DeGROOT:

There will have to be a

21

development plan prepared and reviewed by the

22

Plan Commission for any development of the

23

property.

24

MEMBER ERICKSON:

The City should
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just buy it.

2

MR. UNTCH:

There has been quite a

3

bit of history, discussion in the past on various

4

uses for the property.

5

there was some discussion about senior housing on

6

this site, and there has been discussion with the

7

property owner to the south to address the access

8

concern.

You know, at one point

9

That buffer strip is under the ownership of

10

the Sterling Manor Townhome Association, so there

11

is a desire here to work out an amendment that

12

provides for development that's compatible with

13

the townhome area and obviously, with the other

14

uses surrounding it.

15

The City has known for a long time the site

16

has been access constrained, and obviously, that

17

has to be worked out with any entity that would

18

come in and purchase the property from the City.

19

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

Anything else?

20

MEMBER STOCKING:

In terms of

21

detention/retention, there's sufficient existing

22

capacity in the pond that's adjacent or onsite,

23

or what's the kind of ‐‐ has there been any

24

preliminary engineering on that?
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MR. DeGROOT:

We haven't done any

2

preliminary engineering.

3

likely be contained on the site because these

4

ponds are not only the townhomes but portions of

5

the single‐family development around there too.

6

That would have to most

I kind of covered over the area in here,

7

but there are no other ponds in this area.

8

there's two ponds, and we tried to take that into

9

account when we applied the density ratio to the

10

site, that there would be a ‐‐

11

MEMBER STOCKING:

12

MR. DeGROOT:

13

You'd need an area.

There would be a

percentage developed for detention.

14

MEMBER STOCKING:

I wasn't clear

15

where the easement was proposed.

16

proposed?

17

the access easement?

18
19
20
21
22

So

Where is that

Is it on the west end of the property,

MR. DeGROOT:

There hasn't been

any ‐‐
MEMBER STOCKING:

You haven't figured

out where yet.
MR. DeGROOT:

23

be provided.

24

plan for the site.

Where the access would

It would depend on the proposed
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2

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

Anything else?

Dick.

3

MR. UNTCH:

We had two residents that

4

live near this site that we spoke to yesterday at

5

the staff level.

6

hearing, and we reviewed ‐‐ you know, the staff

7

reviewed with them the project and what was

8

involved, and they had to leave the hearing this

9

evening.

They had received notice of the

They left a letter here with me, and I

10

think it would be appropriate to read this letter

11

into the record since they've had to leave.

12

The letter is as follows:

Janet Juenke,

13

original homeowner of 2519 Walnut Avenue, built

14

in 1995.

15

It reads as follows:

16

"I'm well aware of the fact that the

17

subject property referred to as Alternative Area

18

IV was originally meant for the purpose of a

19

water filtration and settling plant; however, the

20

area growth, the land was ‐‐ with the area

21

growth, the land was undersized for the intended

22

purpose and then was moved to Peck Road.

23

"So in the late '90s, perhaps around 1997

24

or so, the City entertained the idea of selling
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this piece of property for senior citizen rental

2

housing.

3

open forum meeting that were expressed quite

4

redundantly.

5

The same problems still exist from that

"Those are as follows:

This area of land

6

is landlocked.

7

never sold to the City.

8

the property been taken into consideration?

There is a private owner who has
Has a point of access to

9

"This planned unit development under your

10

Ordinance 91‐30 has clearly already met its cap

11

for the single‐family dwellings which was capped

12

at 100 units.

13

an additional 50 units.

14

This change request is asking for

"At the very minimum, this will most likely

15

bring in an additional 100 vehicles to our

16

already extremely overcrowded access roads in and

17

out of the Sterling Manor and Randall Square

18

subdivisions off Fargo Boulevard, Kaneville Road,

19

and Lewis Road.

20

"These roads are so incredibly overused

21

now, I can't even imagine adding more traffic to

22

them.

23

station during peak rush hours and on weekends

24

makes one shudder to think how emergency vehicles

The traffic that backs up past the fire

Chicago-area Realtime Reporters, Ltd.
800.232.0265 - Chicago-Realtime.com

REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS -- 10/10/2013
14
1
2

get in and out during a crisis.
"With the growth and acquisition of

3

property on Soderquist by Fox Valley Orthopedics

4

and the addition of the new middle school and the

5

growth and development west in Mill Creek, the

6

use of Kaneville Road has exacerbated the backup

7

along Fargo; and to my knowledge, the City of

8

Geneva does not even own the easement rights to

9

improve the problem by adding turning lanes on

10

Fargo Boulevard to ease the backup.

11

even imagine how you can consider adding more

12

vehicles and congestion to an already

13

overpopulated area.

14

So I can't

"Another problem raised back in the late

15

'90s was water runoff.

16

the dry detention area which fills like a lake

17

during high rains and has overspilled through

18

neighboring backyards into the pond and onto

19

Kaneville Road.

20

I live directly behind

"Have there been sufficient studies

21

conducted since the '90s as to how to provide

22

sufficient water drainage because adding large

23

roof tops, several driveways, roads, and

24

sidewalks will create extreme amounts of water
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runoff.

2

"New to this request is townhomes or

3

condominiums as opposed to senior housing.

4

Therefore, has the impact to this many additional

5

residents on our schools and parks been taken

6

into consideration?

7

"Townhome sales seem to be stagnant in this

8

market.

9

Comiskey could not sell the townhome development,

North Aurora on Orchard Road near

10

so they turned them into rentals.

11

development at Bricher and Peck, Prairie Ridge,

12

abandoned for years until a new proposition came

13

to the table for single‐family homes.

The townhome

14

"In St. Charles in the area off of North

15

Avenue near the bowling alley, the same thing.

16

Townhome sales went flat.

17

abandoned.

18

built there.

19

The project was

Now, single‐family homes are being

"What happens to Sterling Manor if a

20

development starts and fails?

21

does the fall ‐‐ whose shoulders does that fall

22

upon?

23

before you did not have the foresight to see the

24

potential for growth and expansion which is

Whose shoulders

Clearly planners and decision makers
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evidenced by our roads which are now too narrow

2

and lack turning lanes, shopping strips which

3

clearly lack adequate parking, and shopping

4

access which exits into the residential areas.

5
6
7
8
9
10
11

"Please clearly think this through because
you can't fix the problems that already exist."
CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

Okay.

Dave.
MR. DeGROOT:

Just to provide a

comment on those comments.
This again is strictly to amend the PUD to

12

allow the use of this property.

13

development of the property requires further site

14

review which would involve a traffic study.

15

plat of subdivision is likely to require

16

contributions to our school and park districts.

17
18

Specific

So this again is strictly just to allow the
use of the property.

19

MEMBER ERICKSON:

20

reference regarding the private owner?

21

that involved?

22

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

23

MR. UNTCH:

24

A

Yeah.

What was her
How is

The access.
It just comes down

to whoever would purchase the property.
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MEMBER ERICKSON:

2

HOA was the private owner.

3

means?

4
5
6
7

MR. UNTCH:

She is saying the
Is that what she

I'm not sure what she

meant by that comment, frankly.
MEMBER MEAD:

It could be that house

to the south; right?

8

MEMBER EVANS:

9

somebody who never gave up their ‐‐

10

MR. UNTCH:

She said it was

You're right.

Her

11

reference to the private owner was the property,

12

the unincorporated property to the south.

13

lot ‐‐ do you know the one I'm referring to?

14

MEMBER ERICKSON:

15

MR. UNTCH:

That

Yes, I see it.

That lot is

16

unincorporated, whereas all the properties around

17

it are within the corporate limits of the City,

18

and that owner over the years has been engaged in

19

discussions regarding potential development of

20

the property and has never moved forward to

21

formally request annexation and zoning of the

22

property for development.

23

I know in reading through the comments, if

24

I might add, you know, reference was made to the
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traffic, and David and I were reviewing this.

2

The site plan review process would be triggered

3

by any multi‐family development over duplex

4

development or maybe three‐family development,

5

anything over three‐family, I think.

6

So something like townhomes or some other

7

multi‐family product would be required to go

8

through a site plan review, which then would trip

9

the ability of the City to request a traffic

10
11

impact study.
Certainly the issues that are raised here

12

about concerns about traffic and backup during

13

peak hours, I know it just ‐‐ you know,

14

informally, I've certainly witnessed that, maybe

15

we all have at different times.

16

impact study would have to be submitted and

17

evaluated by staff as a part of any development

18

proposal advanced.

19

So a traffic

I think that's very key here because I

20

think those issues should be addressed, and when

21

we met with this ‐‐ the Juenkes yesterday, I

22

shared with them that, you know, 20, 25 years ago

23

when Randall Road was in its formative stages of

24

development, that intersection of Fargo and
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Randall Road, it didn't go through the same type

2

of analysis that we would put a development

3

through today, and the right‐of‐way and the

4

access into the convenience center there, that is

5

all very tight and very constrained and probably

6

wouldn't be done that way, you know, if it were

7

proposed today.

8
9

You know, so can that be solved at some
point in the future?

Probably, but it's probably

10

going to be a City project, and it's going to

11

take some dollars to clean it up.

12

improvement has been there for years.

13

all know that.

The need for
I think we

14

So, you know, how a proposed development on

15

this 8‐plus acre site, you know, would impact all

16

of this, we can certainly analyze it as part of a

17

traffic impact study and look at it at that

18

time ‐‐

19

MEMBER MEAD:

20

MR. UNTCH:

21

MEMBER EVANS:

Right.

‐‐ in detail.
Should it be at a

22

lower density?

23

single‐family detached here rather than

24

townhomes?

Should we be looking at

Chicago-area Realtime Reporters, Ltd.
800.232.0265 - Chicago-Realtime.com

REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS -- 10/10/2013
20
1

MR. UNTCH:

Well, certainly that's an

2

alternative, and understand that part of the idea

3

here is to try to come up with a dwelling count

4

that would achieve some use compatibility with

5

the townhomes that are already built and also

6

relate to the rail road tracks and the industrial

7

uses that border ‐‐

8
9

MEMBER ERICKSON:

That's the problem.

It's right up against the tracks.

10

MEMBER MEAD:

11

MR. UNTCH:

Right.

We're talking about a

12

transitional site here, and at least on a staff

13

level and Administrator McKittrick and staff,

14

we've talked about this, and not that townhomes

15

are the end all in terms of a dwelling type as

16

we've seen.

17

evening, we have been, you know, considering a

18

plan to kind of move in an opposite direction

19

from townhomes.

20

For the first two hours this

So we're not necessarily recommending

21

townhomes, but we're saying some kind of

22

development with 50 units on it for this acreage

23

would be consistent with the adjoining

24

development in terms of dwelling count.

Chicago-area Realtime Reporters, Ltd.
800.232.0265 - Chicago-Realtime.com

So

REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS -- 10/10/2013
21
1

that's really all that's being said here.

2

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

3

going to ultimately decide.

4

MR. UNTCH:

The developer is

We're not stipulating a

5

dwelling type.

6

dwelling count so that there's actually some

7

value that can accrue to a perspective purchaser.

8
9

We're just increasing the

MEMBER MEAD:

A traffic study or

something could be evaluated by us, and we could

10

decide that 40 would be the maximum that you

11

would want there.

12

MR. UNTCH:

13

MEMBER MEAD:

14

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

15

Right.
Some lesser number.
Anything else?

Mr. Koster, are you here for this petition?

16

MR. KOSTER:

17

MR. UNTCH:

18

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

Okay.

MEMBER ERICKSON:

Mr. Chairman, I

19
20
21

No.
He's next.

else?

move we close the public hearing.

22

MEMBER LEIDIG:

23

CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

24

Anything

Second.
All in favor.

(The ayes were thereupon heard.)
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CHAIRMAN ROGERS:

Opposed.

2

(No response.)

3

(Which were all the proceedings

4

had in the above‐entitled matter

5

ending at the hour of 9:19 p.m.)

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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STATE OF ILLINOIS

2

COUNTY OF K A N E

)
) SS.
)

3
4

I, JOANNE E. ELY, Certified Shorthand

5

Reporter No. 84‐4169, CSR, RPR, and a Notary

6

Public in and for the County of Kane, State of

7

Illinois, do hereby certify that I reported in

8

shorthand the proceedings had in the

9

above‐entitled matter and that the foregoing is a

10

true, correct, and complete transcript of my

11

shorthand notes so taken as aforesaid.

12

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF I have hereunto set my

13

hand and affixed my Notarial Seal this 16th day

14

of October, 2013.

15
16
17
18
19

_____________________________
Certified Shorthand Reporter

20
21
22

My commission expires
May 16, 2016.

23
24
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10 N. Water St. · South Elgin, Illinois 60177
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John Sweet

Village Clerk
Margo Gray
Village Administrator
Steven J. Super

January 22, 2021
Tracey Manning, President
The Burton Foundation
2090 Larkin Ave, Suite 5A-1
Elgin, Il 60123
Dear Tracey,
Please accept this letter of support for the Burton Foundation. As someone who worked closely
with your organization when I was the Community Development Director, I was able to see up
close the type of work that your organization is capable of doing. As the Village Administrator, I
have been able to see the impact these buildings have had on our community.
As you know, the Burton Foundation built two apartment buildings in South Elgin: the 50 unit
Waters Edge serving developmentally disabled and low-income people; and the 70 unit Marison
Mill senior apartments. Both projects have been a great success. We have had no real issues
with the buildings or tenants, and in fact, both buildings look like they just opened last month
so kudos to your maintenance staff.
As you remember, there was great public outcry and controversy with the Waters Edge building.
Many people came to public hearings making outrageous claims about the negative impact the
building/ tenants would have on the community. As you assured, and I believed at the time,
none of these claims has actually come true. In fact, I have heard much more positive comments
on your buildings than negative since they opened. In fact, all I hear about these days is people
commenting on how great they both look! I have even received apologies personally from a
couple of the people that came in opposition to your buildings in the past something that very
rarely happens in local government.
On another note, as someone who has worked with developers for more than 30 years now, you
are one of a very short list that actually did everything you promised and more. The small but
significant upgrades to both buildings you decided during construction show that you and your
organization ultimately care more about creating great living environments than making every
last dollar. I truly appreciate that and wish you well in all future endeavors.
Sincerely,

Steven J. Super
Village Administrator

 Patients & Families

Stigma, Prejudice and Discrimination Against
People with Mental Illness
More than half of people with mental illness don't seek help for their disorders. Often, people
avoid or delay seeking treatment due to concerns about being treated differently or fears of losing
their jobs and livelihood. That's because stigma, prejudice and discrimination against people with
mental illness is still very much a problem.
Stigma, prejudice and discrimination against people with mental illness can be subtle or it can be obvious—
but no matter the magnitude, it can lead to harm. People with mental illness are marginalized and
discriminated against in various ways, but understanding what that looks like and how to address and
eradicate it can help.

The Facts on Stigma, Prejudice and Discrimination
Stigma often comes from lack of understanding or fear. Inaccurate or misleading media representations of
mental illness contribute to both those factors. A review of studies on stigma shows that while the public may
accept the medical or genetic nature of a mental health disorder and the need for treatment, many people still
have a negative view of those with mental illness.
Researchers identify different types of stigma: (See chart below.)
Public stigma involves the negative or discriminatory attitudes that others have about mental illness.
As described in the Privacy Policy of the American Psychiatric Association (APA), this website & application
Self-stigma
to the
attitudes,
including
internalized
shame, that
people with
mental
utilize
cookies. Byrefers
closing
thisnegative
message,
continuing
the navigation
or otherwise
continuing
to view
the illness
have
about &
their
own condition.
APA's
websites
applications,
you conﬁrm that you understand and accept the terms of the APA's Privacy
Policy, including the use of cookies. Read Our Privacy Policy
Institutional stigma, is more systemic, involving policies of government and private organizations that
intentionally or unintentionally limit opportunities for people with mental illness. Examples include lower
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Stigma not only directly affects individuals with mental illness but also the loved ones who
support them, often including their family members.
Stigma around mental illness especially an issue in some diverse racial and ethnic communities and it can be
a major barrier to people from those cultures accessing mental health services. For example, in some Asian
cultures, seeking professional help for mental illness may be counter to cultural values of strong family,
emotional restraint and avoiding shame. Among some groups, including the African American community's,
distrust of the mental healthcare system can also be a barrier to seeking help. (See more on mental health in
Diverse Populations.)

Types of Stigma
Public

Self

Institutional

People with mental
illness are dangerous,
Stereotypes & Prejudices

incompetent, to blame
for their disorder,

I am dangerous,
incompetent, to blame

Stereotypes are
embodied in laws and
other institutions

unpredictable
Therefore, employers
may not hire them,
Discrimination

landlords may not rent to
them, the health care
system may offer a
lower standard of care

These thoughts lead to
lowered self-esteem and
self-efﬁcacy: "Why try?
Someone like me is not

Intended and unintended
loss of opportunity

worthy of good health."

Source: Adapted from Corrigan, et al.

Media representations of people with mental illness can influence perceptions and stigma, and they have
often been negative, inaccurate or violent representations. A study published in April 2020 looked at a recent
example, the popular ﬁlm Joker (2019), which portrays the lead character as a person with mental illness who
becomes extremely violent. The study found that viewing the ﬁlm "was associated with higher levels of
prejudice toward those with mental illness." Additionally, the authors suggest, "Joker may exacerbate selfstigma for those with a mental illness, leading to delays in help seeking."
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Stigma and discrimination can contribute to worsening symptoms and reduced likelihood of getting
treatment. A recent extensive review of research found that self-stigma leads to negative effects on recovery
among people diagnosed with severe mental illnesses. Effects can include:
reduced hope
lower self-esteem
increased psychiatric symptoms
difﬁculties with social relationships
reduced likelihood of staying with treatment
more difﬁculties at work
A 2017 study involving more than 200 individuals with mental illness over a period of two years found that
greater self-stigma was associated with poorer recovery from mental illness after one and two years.
An editorial in the Lancet notes that the impacts of stigma are pervasive, affecting political enthusiasm,
charitable fundraising and availability, support for local services and underfunding of research for mental
health relative to other health conditions.
Some of the other harmful effects of stigma can include:
Reluctance to seek help or treatment and less likely to stay with treatment
Social isolation
Lack of understanding by family, friends, coworkers, or others
Fewer opportunities for work, school or social activities or trouble ﬁnding housing
Bullying, physical violence or harassment
Health insurance that doesn't adequately cover your mental illness treatment
The belief that you'll never succeed at certain challenges or that you can't improve your situation

Source: Adapted from Mayo Clinic

Stigma in the Workplace
Employee Assistance Programs (EAP), commonly available through employers, help employees
deal with a variety of concerns such as work-life stressors, issues affecting mental and emotional
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A 2019 national poll from the American Psychiatric Association (APA) found that mental health stigma is still
a major challenge in the workplace. About half of workers were concerned about discussing mental health
issues at their jobs. More than one in three were concerned about retaliation or being ﬁred if they sought
mental health care.
Only about only about one in ﬁve workers were completely comfortable talking about mental health issues.
The poll found a generational divide: millennials were almost twice as likely as baby boomers to be
comfortable (62% vs. 32%) discussing their mental health.
On a more positive note, about half of workers were at least somewhat comfortable talking about mental
health and most workers said they would help guide a troubled co-worker to mental health resources.
However, even among those willing to help, about one in four workers said they would not know where to turn
for mental health help.

Addressing Stigma
Research shows that knowing or having contact with someone with mental illness is one of the best ways to
reduce stigma. Individuals speaking out and sharing their stories can have a positive impact. When we know
someone with mental illness, it becomes less scary and more real and relatable.
A 2016 review of research on addressing stigma concluded that efforts to reduce stigma and discrimination
can work at the personal and population levels. The strongest evidence was for anti-stigma efforts involving
contact with individuals with lived experience with mental illness and efforts with a long-term commitment.

About 3 in 4 young teens seeking information online about depression said they were looking
for personal anecdotes from people who had suffered in the past.
Many celebrities, such as Demi Lovato, Dwayne "The Rock" Johnson, Michael Phelps, Taraji P. Henson and
Lady Gaga have publicly shared their stories of mental health challenges and brought the discussion much
more into the general media and everyday conversation. Young people are looking for information and for
these personal stories online.
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Social marketing campaigns can also be effective. For example, a research study looked at the effectiveness
of an anti-stigma social marketing campaign in California and found that the campaign increased service use
by helping people better understand symptoms of distress and increasing awareness that help is available.
The researchers estimated that if all adults with probable mental illness were exposed to the California
mental health campaign, 47% would receive mental health treatment. If the same adults were not exposed to
the campaign, 36% would receive treatment.
The National Alliance on Mental Illness (NAMI) offers some suggestions about what we can do as individuals
to help reduce the stigma of mental illness:
Talk openly about mental health, such as sharing on social media.
Educate yourself and others – respond to misperceptions or negative comments by sharing facts and
experiences.
Be conscious of language – remind people that words matter.
Encourage equality between physical and mental illness – draw comparisons to how they would treat
someone with cancer or diabetes.
Show compassion for those with mental illness.
Be honest about treatment – normalize mental health treatment, just like other health care treatment.
Let the media know when they are using stigmatizing language presenting stories of mental illness in a
stigmatizing way.
Choose empowerment over shame - "I ﬁght stigma by choosing to live an empowered life. to me, that
means owning my life and my story and refusing to allow others to dictate how I view myself or how I
feel about myself." – Val Fletcher, responding on Facebook to the question, How do you ﬁght stigma?
While stigma and discrimination are still prevalent in the workplace, employers are increasingly addressing
stigma against mental illness. The APA Foundation's Center for Workplace Mental Health emphasizes the
importance of both robust health care services and speciﬁc efforts to break the silence that surrounds the
topic of mental illness.

The Center for Workplace Mental Health suggests organizations strive to "create a culture in
which mention of depression, anxiety, post-trauma, and other common illnesses become as
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Tailor programs/approaches to your company culture and existing strengths.
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Mention your commitment to leading a behaviorally healthy workplace every time you mention the
company's commitment to its overall culture of health, attracting and retaining the best talent, and
valuing its employees, etc.
Train leaders to identify emotional distress and make referrals and to responding promptly and
constructively to behavioral performance issues.
Be welcoming of the need for accommodations. Train managers to respond appropriately.
Source: Working Well Toolkit

Organizations and Campaigns
Across the country numerous organizations and campaigns focus on addressing the issue of mental health
stigma and discrimination. A few examples are highlighted below.
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Stamp Out Stigma
Stamp Out Stigma is an initiative spearheaded by the Association for Behavioral Health and Wellness to
reduce
the stigma
surrounding
mental
illness
and substance
use
disorders. The
campaign
encourages
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MakeItOK.org
"Make It OK" is a campaign to reduce the stigma of mental illnesses. The campaign offers personal stories,
tips on what to say when talking about mental health, and resources to help ﬁght stigma in the community.
(See some tips on what to say and what not to say in the chart below.)
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This is My Brave is a storytelling theatre show where individuals from the community share their stories of
living a successful life despite mental illness. Since 2014, This Is My Brave has produced nearly 800
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illnesses. In spring 2020, the organizers developed BraveTV to bring stories of hope online during the COVID19 pandemic.

Mental Health Coalition/How are you really?
One recent effort is the Mental Health Coalition, spearheaded by Kenneth Cole in partnership with handful of
partners. Partner organizations and celebrities include Active Minds, NAMI, The JED Foundation, Anxiety and
Depression Association of America, Kendall Jenner, Kesha, and others. The focus of the coalition is ﬁghting
stigma through the sharing of stories with the tag line "How are you really?"
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StigmaFree Campaign
NAMI's StigmaFree campaign is working to end stigma and create hope for those affected by mental illness:
"Through powerful words and actions, we can shift the social and systemic barriers for those living with
mental health conditions." As part of the campaign, people can take a stigma quiz at CureStigma.org and
learn more about becoming stigma free.

Healthy Minds Public Television Series
Healthy Minds with Dr. Jeffrey Borenstein aims to remove the stigma of mental illness and demonstrate that
with help, there is hope. The series focuses on common psychiatric conditions through inspiring personal
stories, as well as, experts sharing cutting edge information, including new approaches and next-generation
therapies in diagnostics, treatment and research. Series is produced by the Brain & Behavior Research
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Safe Space Radio: Profiles in Mental Health Courage
Safe Space Radio combines compelling storytelling with practical expert guidance to give you the tools you
need to start ﬁnding your own courage. The Proﬁles in Mental Health Courage series explores the experience
of living with mental illness—such as depression, anxiety, schizophrenia, and borderline personality disorder.

How do we stop stigma? Conversation
Try these simple tips for talking.
DO SAY

DON'T SAY

"Thanks for opening up to me."
"Is there anything I can do to help?"
"How can I help?"

"It could be worse."

"Thanks for sharing."

"Just deal with it."

"I'm sorry to hear that. It must be tough."

"Snap out of it."

"I'm here for you when you need me."

"Everyone feels that way sometimes."

"I can't imagine what you're going through."

"You may have brought this on yourself."

"People do get better."

"We've all been there."

"Oh man, that sucks."

"You've got to pull yourself together."

"Can I drive you to an appointment?"

"Maybe try thinking happier thoughts."

"How are you feeling today?"
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Jeffrey Borenstein, M.D.
President and CEO,
Brain & Behavior Research Foundation
August 2020
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From:
To:

Cari Reddick
Burns, Kevin; Hruby, Becky; Bruno, Mike; Kilburg, Dean; Maladra, Craig; Marks, Richard; Swanson, Robert;
Burghart, Tara; Kosirog, Brad; McGowan, Jeanne; Kaven, Gabriel; Public Comment
Support for Emma"s Landing
Wednesday, March 3, 2021 3:39:58 PM

Subject:
Date:

Dear City Council Members,
I am writing to reinforce my support for the Emma’s Landing Development project.
I am a resident of Randall Square and received an anonymous flyer at my home over the
weekend encouraging residents to contact the City Council based on fear of declining property
values.
I have followed this project closely and therefore feel the need to address this as the tone of
this flyer seemed to be an attempt to instill a level of fear about Emma’s Landing and future
residents. This letter seemed to focus on 2 ‘studies’ as the basis for the decline in property
values. I have been told that the ‘Batavia’ study during the Campana project was rejected by
the City of Batavia as invalid. This also does not seem to be a valid comparison for Emma’s
Landing as all the comparable properties are multiple story apartments – 3 of the properties
were built in the 1970s – and not townhomes.
On the other hand, the city has received information indicating that there is no reduction in
property values:
1) Climbing Mount Laurel from Princeton University
2) Furman University Literature Review of 4 large studies
3) Data submitted by the Burton Foundation on Water’s Edge
With any decision, there are factors that need to be considered and both sides examined,
which the city has done. It is also important to maintain focus on the known facts. This type of
development is movement toward addressing housing diversity. The plan commission
approved this development on finding that the development met all zoning and Geneva
requirements. This is why I continue to encourage you to vote Yes on Emma’s Landing.
Thank you for your consideration and diligence throughout this process.
Regards,
Cari Reddick
2649 Danford Way, Geneva, IL 60134

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Svetlana G.
Public Comment
Emma"s Landing development project
Sunday, March 7, 2021 6:03:05 PM

Dear Sir/Madam,
We would like to express our concerns regarding the proposed development of affordable housing by the Burton
Foundation in Sterling Manor, Geneva.
We moved to Geneva in 2016. We have two school-age children, and the quality of education is important to us.
Geneva schoolboard offers fabulous programs and many dedicated educators. Picking the Sterling Manor location
was quite a compromise because the second big spending after purchasing a house was buying a second car for the
household. Burton Foundation’s claim that the project offers close proximity to the school is only partially correct
because it’s only close to Middle school, where the child spends only three years of the entire school career. All
other schools are two or more miles away, as well as the train station, grocery stores, hospitals, etc. Sterling Manor
is a typical residential community. There is no access to public transportation, no corner store for pantry staples
nearby, and everything is driving distance away. We believe that Burton Foundation is ignoring the fact that there is
no infrastructure to accommodate the proposed development, which will unintentionally segregate new tenants from
the rest of the community.
The blueprints of the proposed development do not look promising for families with little children. The playground
was only mentioned in the discussion, but it was not even a picture of it on the plan, and there was not even a
consideration to fence the property from the rail tracks it’s backing into! So the needs of the prospective tenants
evidently have not been accounted for. The study that has been done on traffic in the area does not show realistic
outcomes even after it was redone to address the fact that the traffic pattern has been impacted during the pandemic.
The results of the study are that the whole extra 90 parking spots plus on-street parking will only generate 22 extra
trips in the morning hours! Even less research was done on the flooding issues, we suppose we will just have to take
our chances, and the odds aren’t in our favor… Since 2016 our basement was flooded twice because it takes the
main pump and the backup battery pump, and a monitoring system to do the job properly; that’s how bad our area
gets flooded sometimes.
The process of the proposed development approval is moving on too fast, considering the current situation and the
pandemic restrictions. Online meeting format denied many of the residents courtesy to be heard and to have their
questions answered. A lot of the information was not disclosed by the Burton Foundation representative, and the
residents had to find out for themselves and the discoveries that were made raised concerns that were never
addressed. That fact makes us conclude that public record on this proposal only exists to meet the approval process
format but is totally ignored during the consideration and weigh-in.
We have all of our lifetime savings invested in the property we own. Being immigrants, we’ve learned first-hand all
of the hardships of struggle, fitting in, and proving ourselves. We do not oppose the idea of affordable housing or
rental properties when it’s done right. However, we know for a fact that such project will depreciate the value of our
property. We can not support that. We would like to ask for more research and answers to our questions prior to
making a decision on the Emma’s Landing project before it’s presented for approval because the way it’s currently
looking is not something to make Geneva proud.
Kind Regards,
Svetlana and Alexander Golovakha

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Nick Peters
Burghart, Tara; Bruno, Mike; Marks, Richard; Kosirog, Brad; Hruby, Becky; Kilburg, Dean; Kaven, Gabriel;
McGowan, Jeanne; Maladra, Craig; Swanson, Robert
Burns, Kevin; Public Comment
Emma"s Landing: Study the potential impact on property values
Sunday, March 7, 2021 7:39:14 PM

I am writing to urge the City of Geneva city council to have an independent study conducted
as to how the proposed Emma's Landing development is likely to impact home values before
taking any further action to approve or deny the Emma's Landing development.
Based on numerous studies (see the Stanford study which looked at 16 million of such
transactions), the potential impact of this development in the proposed location could cost
citizens, including multiple council members, tens of thousands of dollars in lost home
value as well as lost future home value appreciation.
To make this decision without this information would be nothing other than reckless.
I hope to see the council make an objective decision to not move forward with this
development until this study is conducted, as conducting such a study is unarguably in the best
interests of Geneva residents.
Thank you,
Nick Peters

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elaina White
Burghart, Tara; Marks, Richard; Kosirog, Brad; Hruby, Becky; Kilburg, Dean; Kaven, Gabriel; McGowan, Jeanne;
Maladra, Craig; Swanson, Robert; Burns, Kevin; Public Comment; Bruno, Mike
SAY NO to EMMA"S LANDING
Sunday, March 7, 2021 7:44:00 PM

To the City Council,
Andy & Elaina White, 2527 Walnut Ave.
      We are writing to you to PLEASE take your time with this decision on approving the Emma’s Landing project.
This will impact so many people that already live in Geneva. But most of all the residents of Sterling Manor and the
surrounding neighborhoods. You must take the time and complete an economic impact study. So many of us have
worked so hard to be able to buy a home in Geneva, and now learn that we will lose money on our properties
because of this AFFORDABLE HOUSING MOVING IN BEHIND OUR HOME. This is just so unfair, and studies
have shown that we will lose money, any amount is just not expectable!! if this was in your back yard and you
where going to lose money on your home think how you would feel. I am sure you would not be happy. A much
better approach is to include affordable housing in future developments so they ARE included in the community
verse sticking a complex in a back lot away from the neighborhood and a railroad track.
     As we have said, we are all in favor of affordable housing, we feel this is not a good location or development for
success for the neighborhood or the project location in Geneva. Please VOTE NO FOR EMMA’S LANDING!   
Thank You
Andy & Elaina White

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Humes
Burns, Kevin; McGowan, Jeanne; Burghart, Tara; Maladra, Craig; Swanson, Robert; Marks, Richard; Kosirog,
Brad; Hruby, Becky
Public Comment
RE: Special City Council Meeting 02/22/2021: Emma"s Landing
Monday, March 8, 2021 8:41:33 AM

Dear Mayor and Aldermen,
We are aware City Council is reconvening this evening to discuss and vote on the Emma’s Landing
project. After listening to many hours of City Council and Planning meetings, we still strongly
oppose this project moving forward and hope you will also. A list of our previously provided
concerns are contained in the email below.
We do appreciate that the City Council is discussing the project as we believe affordable housing is
needed, however, we are still not convinced that many of the concerns have been addressed. We
were pleased some discussion was started to dig deeper into the flooding issues, property
values/market study, traffic concerns/safety and density of the development. These issues/concerns
are setting this project to fail in the long term if the project is approved.
We were also disappointed to hear that the Burton Foundation thought it was “normal to have such
division between support and opposition with their projects” which we believe directly correlates to
how the Burton Foundation has engaged with stakeholders. We would have thought (and they have
indicated they would in prior meetings) the Burton Foundation would engage with all stakeholders
to make sure the project meets the objectives of the local neighborhood/neighbors, the 2nd Ward
and the City. They obviously have focused only on the City and have not engaged below this level.
We look forward to listening to further discussions in City Council this evening, but encourage you to
not support this project.
Best regards,
Chris and Annette Humes
2724 Peterson Court
Geneva, IL 60134
From: Chris Humes
Sent: Sunday, February 21, 2021 1:15 PM
To: kburns@geneva.il.us; jmcgowan@geneva.il.us; tburghart@geneva.il.us; cmaladra@geneva.il.us;
rswanson@geneva.il.us; rmarks@geneva.il.us; bkosirog@geneva.il.us; bhruby@geneva.il.us;
Subject: Special City Council Meeting 02/22/2021: Emma's Landing
Dear Mayor and Aldermen,
You have all received prior communications from us concerning our opposition to Emma’s Landing,
however, I would like to summarize our concerns one more time prior to Mondays Special City
Council meeting.

Here is a list of concerns which we are convinced have not been addressed sufficiently:
Flooding issues- We actively listened to the plan for Emma’s Landing water runoff and read
the agenda summary, and we are still not convinced what is being proposed will not
contribute to the current flooding problems in the neighborhood. I am aware of the
citywide project that is addressing flooding across Geneva, so we are very confused how this
project could move further prior to that project’s completion.
Soil study- A soil study was done by Shodeen with negative findings stating the soil was
unsuitable for construction purposes has never been addressed. As well, The Burton
Foundation did an environmental assessment of the property in 2020. A second assessment
was recommended because of a leaking underground storage tank near the property. We
cannot find that a second assessment was completed. Nothing should be built on that
property until it is confirmed that neither the soil, groundwater nor detention pond water is
not contaminated. How can it be that the soil is miraculously sufficient now?
Traffic impact- We understand the methodology using the 2018 June study (after school
year was completed) and updated during a pandemic in January. Again, a one-day study
during the noted times is not adequate to properly understand the ongoing issue we
experience living in this area. There are major concerns of additional traffic on Lewis which
already has traffic and safety issues with “thru traffic speeding”.
Housing market impact study- This has never addressed and when impact studies from
similar projects were shared, they were discarded. Words from the Burton Foundation is
that they have had positive impact in South Elgin, which is not an equitable comparison. It is
unfortunate, but housing values will be negatively impacted in Sterling Manor and Randall
Square, and the City Council does not seem to care.
Housing density- This project’s density of housing/occupants does not fit the residential
location nor does it provide the affordable housing occupants access to local necessities
such as public transportation or local grocery stores. I have read the justification for
population density in the agenda, and we still feel it is inadequate.
Occupants- In one of the January planning meetings, The Burton Foundation responded to a
resident question concerning special housing at which point it was shared that a percentage
would be “supportive housing” which sounds noble; however, we are concerned about what
may come with this in a residential neighborhood. We do not believe The Burton
Foundation has properly addressed these concerns. It would have been well received if
some housing were set aside for senior living which appears to have gone upon deaf ears.
We support affordable housing if it makes logical sense. Numerous suggestions have been made by
residents to make it equitable and sensible which have been stated so many times. Sterling Manor
and surrounding developments are to bear the brunt for City of Geneva affordable housing
aspirations. We believe this project has too many shortfalls.
It took a major effort to get the City Council and The Burton Foundation to listen, but unfortunately
it has been “passive listening” by most. It is obvious when someone who speaks is supportive of the
project, they are not interrupted or cut off, however is someone opposed the project, they are
interrupted or cut off, which is unfortunate.

A few of the many reasons we moved to Geneva in 1999 was its open spaces, values, quality of living
and home value. Many in support of the project have insulted those opposed labeling us as elitist
and “NIMBY’s” which is an unfair characterization as homeowners are looking to protect their home
investment, minimize future flooding and traffic issues and improving neighborhood safety.
Lastly, the Burton Foundation project narrative continues to change. Many residents have
expressed concerns which we do not believe have received thorough explanation. The Burton
Foundation has indicated that they would engage with Sterling Manor residents but only has done
that in City Council and Planning Meetings which is disappointing.
We appreciate all your service as we recognize it does take considerable time away from your
families.
We urge all of you to oppose the Emma’s Landing development.
Respectfully,
Chris and Annette Humes (residents of Sterling Manor since 1999)
2724 Peterson Court
Geneva, IL 60134

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jan Roman
Public Comment
Emma"s Landing
Monday, March 8, 2021 9:17:00 AM

My name is Jan and I am a senior citizen living in a townhome in Sterling Manor. I am writing
to say that I am opposed to the Emma's Landing development. I have been following along
with the many meetings and know of the majority of concerns that the local residents have for
this project, and I agree with them all. However, recently I became aware that there has been
no study conducted on how such a project will impact home values in the area. As a senior
who will be retiring this year, this was most concerning to me. My home is an investment in
my future! Please take this into consideration before you make your decision! Once this
project is built it is too late, the damage is done.
Thank you

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Connolly
Public Comment
Emma"s Landing Cost Study Needed
Monday, March 8, 2021 9:24:47 AM

Good Morning,
To date, there has been no cost study regarding effect of home prices
within a one-mile radius of the proposed Emma’s Landing
development (our home is within the one-mile radius). We are
respectfully asking that the City Council postpone tonight’s vote
until such study is completed and analyzed. Based on the below
referenced Stanford University study, Sarah and I will take a
$10K- $12K hit on our home value. It’s important to have these
facts, as city-wide equity hangs in the balance here.
In 2015, Stanford University professors Rebecca Diamond and Tim
McQuade studied how affordable housing impacted home values2 .
This comprehensive study looked at 16 million transactions across
15 different states and almost 7,100 Low Income Housing Tax
Credit sites.
This study found that “Low Income Housing Tax Credit
development in higher income, low minority areas leads to local
house price declines of 2.5%.” For a $400k home, a 2.5%
decrease in value immediately costs the homeowner $10k.
Thanks for your consideration of our request.
Best Regards,
John and Sarah Connolly
732 Lewis Road

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Valissa Hilligoss
Burns, Kevin; DeGroot, David; Burghart, Tara; Bruno, Mike; Marks, Richard; Kosirog, Brad; Hruby, Becky;
Kilburg, Dean; Kaven, Gabriel; McGowan, Jeanne; Maladra, Craig; Swanson, Robert; Public Comment; True,
Chayton
Valissa Hilligoss
Hope and Pray You Will Vote NO on Emma’s Landing Project - Valissa Hilligoss - Letter 8: Questions to
Consider Before You Vote
Monday, March 8, 2021 10:36:06 AM

March 7, 2021

Kevin R. Burns, Mayor
David DeGroot, Community Development Director
Tara Burghart, Alderman 1st Ward
Mike Bruno, Alderman 1st Ward
Richard Marks, Alderman 2nd Ward
Brad Kosirog, Alderman 2nd Ward
Becky Hruby, Alderman 3rd Ward
Dean Kilburg, Alderman 3rd Ward
Gabriel Kaven, Alderman 4th Ward
Jeanne McGowan, Alderman 4th Ward
Craig Maladra, Alderman 5th Ward
Robert Swanson, Alderman 5th Ward
Planning and Zoning Commission, via publiccomment@geneva.il.us
            Scott Stocking, Chairman
            John Mead
            Mim Evans
            Michael Slifka
            John Rittenhouse
            Rebecca Holoman
            Adam Matyskiel
Chayton True, City Planner
City of Geneva
22 S. First Street
Geneva, IL 60134

Ref: I Hope and Pray You Will Vote NO on Emma’s Landing Project as
Currently Defined

Dear Mayor Kevin Burns, All Geneva Aldermen, All Members of the Planning
and Zoning Commission, City Planner Chayton True, Community Development
Director David DeGroot and the Geneva publiccomment@geneva.il.us Mailbox

I hope and pray that you will be voting No on the Emma’s Landing Project
as currently defined --- or to at least to delay the vote. I hope and pray you
are listening to the many valid concerns the residents you represent have
been raising for over a year.
I hope you have made time to visit the back/east end of the proposed site,
as I have requested. If you look out over the land, you will easily see the
problems:
Process Issues: Lack of transparency, true dialogue, answers to
questions
Potential water management problems
Density and concrete footprint of the property as currently planned
Potential impact on Geneva property values in the area, the use of
community services and traffic
This is my 8th letter regarding the Emma’s Landing Project. I have provided
many questions and concerns, as well as suggestions for consideration. Like
so many others, I have not received answers or responses to the majority of my
issues or suggestions.
Plus, I resent the fact that when people raise questions and issues, they are
labeled as being hateful, offensive, against affordable housing and maybe even
doing illegal acts. The overwhelming majority of Geneva residents absolutely
support affordable housing in Geneva. They are concerned about this
construction project as defined - - - plus they are raising the issue that maybe
Geneva does not yet have a clear view and definition of a detailed plan to
successfully implement affordable housing.
Many of the non-TBF (The Burton Foundation)/property management potential
problems would apply to any construction project, regardless of affordable
housing. They would apply to a $500,000 home/condominium complex or a
multi-million-dollar mansion with a similar concrete footprint!

LACK OF OPEN COMMUNICATION AND PROCESS
1. What should the proper forum have been for open dialogue and capturing
everyone’s ideas and suggestions, and reaching a consensus of all
stakeholders on such a large project which impacts area residents? Does
there need to be a change?
2. The Planning and Zoning Commission held two public hearings in March
2020 and the series of meetings in January 2021. Why was the Commission
asked to collect residents’ ideas and concerns outside their area of
responsibility?   Why was there no formal response to over three hours of
questions, issues and citizen’s suggestions for almost one year after the
initial meeting in March 2020? And was a four-page response to a limited
subset of the questions and issues acceptable after one year to approve a
multi-million-dollar project? How should the list of questions/issues be
managed between the Commission and the Council? And should a project
of this size and impact potentially require a different public forum and
process?

3. The residents were told that most of the questions and issues submitted to
the Commission would be forwarded to the City Council to address and yet
no real responses were provided by the Council to multiple issues and
questions.
4. Many conflicting studies have been provided by residents on issues such as
traffic, water management, schools, property values. They have not been
considered or addressed.
5. Citizens have suggested a lesser number of units or a multi-story senior
housing project with less of a footprint and addressing many other concerns
(such a schools and rush hour traffic) - - - with no real consideration of any
alternative - - - just forging ahead with no response or discussion.
6. Why was the Mill Race Development Project managed so differently with the
gathering of the public’s ideas and suggestions - - and reaching a consensus
of stakeholders?
7. Why weren’t all people with raised hands during the Planning and Zoning
Commission meeting called upon? Why did so many people appear to have
“technical issues?”
8. Why was there a public comment section of the Planning and Zoning
Commission only after the vote, if the people were just to be told that “we
have already acted on and approved Emma’s Landing?”
9. Does Geneva have a detailed plan for implementing Affordable Housing?
Does that plan address the real requirements to ensure success for the
residents? Many citizens have raised the issue about no public transportation
and no reasonably priced groceries within easy walking distance. Or
spreading the properties and potential impact. Or establishing criteria to
measure experience against Geneva goals.
10. Have the Geneva Planning and Development staff and City Council
members been aware of the resident variance and breakdown within
Emma’s Landing from the beginning, or have they seen the ever-changing
resident requirements? Either way, should the City officials and we not be
concerned? Having a property to manage with so many combinations of
possible unit residency requirements seems challenging at best! And
statements like “once a resident moves in, even if they have an income
change, they wouldn’t be forced to move” seems difficult to manage.
11. The statement was made in several meetings that Geneva does not ask
Petitioners and Property Management companies the details about how they
are going to process applicants and manage their properties because people
“assume” they have good policies and practices. That is true.
But should not Geneva be concerned about how any property is being
maintained and what practices they have in place to guarantee proper
management? And is not affordable and subsidized housing - - - whether
standalone properties or imbedded in mixed communities really different,
especially when the owner/property manager is not known in the immediate
area or does not have a local presence?

WATER MANAGEMENT, AND FOOTPRINT

1. I keep raising the issue of the results of the construction project in downtown
Palatine. That project only had a 15-inch grade change over one city block.
Only two buildings were constructed. And yet there is flooding and damage
to both property and cars every year since the construction.
That project was approved and guaranteed by water management and
construction consultants and engineers, too! I know of similar projects
elsewhere in the NW suburbs which have resulted in floods after
“engineering water studies” ensured they would not!
Do you really think that a two and one-half foot deep retention basin the
size of one of the Emma’s Landing buildings is going to contain the water in
a major rainfall?
2. What will be the impact on the Sterling Manor pond when the Emma’s
Landing retention basin releases water slowly into the pond, or bypasses the
pond and flows into the same sewer system that is also supposed to handle
the water from the pond?
3. What is to prevent water from flowing down the Emma’s Landing entry/exit
road toward Lewis, almost like a funnel?
4. There are already flooding issues in larger, deeper retention basins within
Sterling Manor in a much less dense footprint. While the property meets the
Geneva guidelines for density - - - what is the true impact of a rapid, 8-foot
grade change and a sizeable concrete footprint?

IMPACT ON PROPERTY VALUES, OTHER GENEVA SERVICES  
1. The Stanford Study and other research projects have shown a negative
impact on property values and appreciation rates in similar situations.
Should Geneva decide on Emma’s Landing before undertaking a similar
study on the potential impact on nearby residents’ property values?   The
Elgin property is not really a comparable situation! The area before
construction was quite different.
2. Similar conflicting research and studies brought forward by Geneva ‘s
citizens regarding numbers of possible school age children and impact on
school funding, potential criminal activity and/or related traffic issues or traffic
conditions on Lewis, Kaneville and Fargo have been disregarded to-date or
addressed by consultants to TBF.
3. TBF also have planned an environmental study, the results of which don’t
need to be made public. Should the environmental study not be completed
prior to approval?
4. Why is the City of Geneva relying on studies commissioned by TBF and
allowing the results to not be made public, instead of undertaking the
research themselves and making the information public? In other words,
Geneva is taking the word of the Petitioner without question.

IN SUMMARY, PLEASE VOTE NO ON THE EMMA’S LANDING PROJECT

Please vote NO for the Emma’s Landing Project as currently defined.
You must ask yourself:
1. Should the City Council move forward to approve Emma’s Landing with so
many concerns, outstanding questions and even potential legal issues?
2. Do I truly believe there has been open communication and true dialogue and
opportunity for public comment and input on Emma’s Landing that covers all
stakeholders?
3. Do I believe that Geneva has a detailed plan in place to successfully
implement Affordable Housing and Diversity - - - and that the Emma’s
Landing project is aligned with that plan?
4. Should the City Council approve an affordable housing project with only 27 of
45 units following Geneva’s own guidelines?
5. Do I feel comfortable approving a Project that has a property management
firm with no Chicago area presence? And a plan to “hopefully” have a
manager living on-site?
6. Do I feel any of the alternatives suggested regarding senior housing or less
density and footprint have been adequately addressed?
7. Did I take advantage of the recent, spring-like weather and make the time to
actually view the property in question from the back/east side and highpoint?
8. Do I feel truly confident that the large concrete footprint and “retention basin
above the Sterling Manor” plan would truly handle a 5-7 inch rainfall and not
result in flooding? Major weather events seem to be happening with
increased frequency.
9. Am I aware of water management and existing flooding issues in the area?
Do I believe the active Geneva Water Management Study currently
underway should be completed before Emma’s Landing is approved?
10. Have I noted that the majority of comment of public record re: Emma’s
Landing is against the project as currently defined?   And that the majority of
people who say they want the City Council to approve Emma’s Landing are
not from the immediate area … and in most cases appear to be following a
very short, almost form letter to vote “Yes” or “Approve Emma’s Landing”
with little detail about why they favor the Project?
11. Do I truly believe I know enough about the potential negative impact on
property values and appreciation rates outlined in the Stanford Study to feel I
can guarantee no impact on area residents?
12. Am I truly confident that I know enough about the Emma’s Landing Project to
say there will be absolutely no negative impact on the Geneva residents and
businesses that I represent?
If you said “No” to any of the questions above (except Question 9), you
should vote NO on Emma’s Landing or support a delay in approval until

further analysis takes place and there is improved communication and
open dialogue.
I thank you for reading my previous letters and appreciate your consideration of
my input on Emma’s Landing.
Regards,

Valissa Hilligoss
385 Brittany Court, Apt G
Geneva, Illinois 60134
(847) 476-5025
vhilligoss@aol.com

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nick Peters
Kosirog, Brad; Public Comment
RE: Emma"s Landing: Study the potential impact on property values
Monday, March 8, 2021 11:47:30 AM

Mr. Kosirog,
I do not appreciate the tone of your email in response to my concern; "Let me start by asking
you a question". I would like to respectfully remind you that as an elected official in a
representative democracy, it is you who answers to the residents of Geneva and not the other
way around.  
With that being said, I think you and I have reached the end of any sort of productive
discussion on this matter for now.
Nick
------- Original Message ------On Monday, March 8th, 2021 at 9:44 AM, Kosirog, Brad <bkosirog@geneva.il.us> wrote:
Mr. Peters,
Let me start by asking you a question: was it you who put flyers on everyone's door
regarding property values and onsite drug counseling?
Brad

Brad Kosirog
Alderman, 2nd Ward
City of Geneva, Illinois
22 S. First Street
Geneva, IL 60134
Direct: (630) 297-3548
aldkosirog@geneva.il.us
From: Nick Peters [njpeters@protonmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 07, 2021 7:38 PM
To: Burghart, Tara; Bruno, Mike; Marks, Richard; Kosirog, Brad; Hruby, Becky; Kilburg,
Dean; Kaven, Gabriel; McGowan, Jeanne; Maladra, Craig; Swanson, Robert
Cc: Burns, Kevin; Public Comment
Subject: Emma's Landing: Study the potential impact on property values

I am writing to urge the City of Geneva city council to have an independent study
conducted as to how the proposed Emma's Landing development is likely to
impact home values before taking any further action to approve or deny the
Emma's Landing development.
Based on numerous studies (see the Stanford study which looked at 16 million of
such transactions), the potential impact of this development in the proposed
location could cost citizens, including multiple council members, tens of
thousands of dollars in lost home value as well as lost future home value
appreciation.

To make this decision without this information would be nothing other than
reckless.
I hope to see the council make an objective decision to not move forward with
this development until this study is conducted, as conducting such a study is
unarguably in the best interests of Geneva residents.
Thank you,
Nick Peters

The City of Geneva, Illinois Since 1835
This message and any files or text attached to it are intended only for the
recipients named above, and contain information that may be confidential or
privileged.
If you are not an intended recipient, you must not read, copy, use or disclose this
communication.
Please also notify the sender by replying to this message, and then delete all
copies of it from your system.
If you have a FOIA (Freedom of Information Act) request please send that request
via email to FOIA@geneva.il.us.
There is no expectation of privacy for any messages sent to or received from the
City of Geneva.
Follow Geneva on Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and YouTube or visit our
website.

Please do not print this email unless it is absolutely necessary.
    

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Lindsey McCall
Burns, Kevin; Marks, Richard; Kosirog, Brad; Hruby, Becky; Maladra, Craig; Kilburg, Dean; Kaven, Gabriel;
McGowan, Jeanne; Bruno, Mike; Swanson, Robert; Burghart, Tara; DeGroot, David; Public Comment
Questions Ahead of Tonight"s City Council Meeting
Monday, March 8, 2021 12:02:16 PM
HUD Identity of Interest (1).PDF
Campana - Property Value Analysis (1).pdf

Good morning Mayor Burns and City of Geneva Aldermen. First and foremost, I would like
to thank you for taking the time to talk through many of the important topics at the Special
City Council meeting that was held on February 22nd. Because of these conversations, I’m
happy to see in today’s agenda packet that the Burton Foundation has agreed to perform a
second environmental study, as well as erect a fence between the townhomes and railroad
tracks for the safety of future residents. I was, however, disappointed when Ms. Manning
could not answer the question of how things could have been done differently. As I’ve said
time and again, had residents been involved in the initial conversations from day one, I truly
believe this process would have been much smoother, and you would have not been met
with such push-back.
I know many of you have families, some with young children, and I know it’s never easy to
have hard conversations until the late hours of the night. When you were elected as Public
Servants, I’m sure you understood the probability that difficult proposals would come before
you, and of course the topic of Affordable Housing is never easy. All of you have been
slammed with calls and emails both for and against Affordable Housing. I’m not going to lie,
the scripted emails in favor of Emma’s Landing upset me, because I would like to know how
many of those individuals have actually listened to each meeting, including the 7.5 hours of
public comment at the PZC meeting? How many of those individuals actually reside in
Geneva? How many even know what the Burton Foundation is proposing? I used to be the
one that would send the scripted emails because I wanted to see Affordable Housing
anywhere, but as I begin to dig into this process, I have educated myself on how flawed the
system truly is when developers have found a way to make a significant profit on
developments that are supposed to be for the “greater good” of the people.
Tonight, as you consider voting to move the Emma’s Landing Development forward, I ask
that you put your personal feelings regarding Affordable Housing aside, and actually listen
to the residents, NOT the developers, who will be affected by Emma’s Landing. I ask that
you continue to have the difficult conversations into the late hours of the night regarding the
following:

Flooding/Watershed

Do you feel that the engineers have truly figured out a way to capture the

stormwater in an area prone to flooding? Do you truly believe that we should
move forward with this before WBK completes their City-Wide Watershed
study?

Identity of Interest

While you may not see the conflict regarding Identity of Interest as it relates to
City Officials, do you truly believe that there is no Identity of Interest between
the Burton Foundation and Door Creek Construction? I’ve attached HUD
guidelines where page 5 clearly states that this should be disclosed in the
application process. I’ve heard this being compared to Shodeen using his son
as the GC in developments, but I’d like to remind you all that Shodeen is a forprofit developer and has a vested interest in Geneva. When the Mill Race
development was being proposed, public input was encouraged! Meanwhile,
the Burton Foundation never engaged residents. I’d like to remind you that The
City of Geneva is capping the fees for this project at $150,000 and that the
Burton Foundation is a non-profit who has found a way to make a profit using
LIHTC by using Ms. Manning’s husband as the GC for following Affordable
Housing developments:

Sterling Family Housing

Water's Edge of Elgin

Windmill Manor Apartments

Windmill Landings

Stonebridge of Gurnee

Marison Mill

Emma’s Landing (TBD)

Economic Impact

Do you think this development should move forward without an Economic
Impact study being completed? You have seen the study that was done
surrounding Campana and the Stanford study has been mentioned on multiple
occasions. Is it not your duty as elected officials to protect residents and their
property values? If the study is completed and it shows that it will have no
impact, fantastic! But shouldn’t this at least be completed so we know the
facts? If you feel it shouldn’t be completed, at least take a look at the Campana
Study that I have attached again in this email, where the President of Housing
Trends states that it is applicable to Sterling Manor. I am already aware of 6
families that have moved out of Sterling Manor, not including the multiple
families who have sold their townhomes on Caldwell, Heritage, and Old Mill
because they know this development is imminent and wanted to sell before
their home values are impacted.

While Ms. Manning has stated that they will pay property taxes on Emma’s
Landing, do you understand that while they pay the same percentage, it’s
based on assessed value? When I reached out to the Geneva Township
Assessor and asked the question of “Will this new housing development have a
lower assessed value compared to other non-low income housing
developments in the area?” Mr. Alex Fritz, Chief Deputy Assessor responded
“Most Likely and this is because the low income housing development will bring
in below market value rents.” Who is going to take on this additional tax
burden? I think you know the answer.

Supportive Housing and Housing Choice Voucher Program

Do you understand what Supportive Housing entails? Do you feel an on-site
property manager with little experience understands how to counsel those with
mental and/or physical disabilities? Please remember that 6 units will be
designated as Supportive Housing. That doesn’t mean 6 people, it could
potentially mean 18 if the 3 bedroom units are utilized as Supportive Housing.
Water’s Edge of South Elgin also has supportive housing, but based on the
website "A.I.D.. provides on-site, 24/7 supervision by a Qualified Mental Health
Professional as needed to residents. The service provider resides in the
building and is available for crisis and non-crisis situations, provides general
assistance to residents and coordinates a variety of services. A.I.D. offers case
management, daily living/life skills training, alcohol & drug treatment case
management, counseling & psychosocial rehabilitation and a referral network to
the residents of the development." Why would the same services not be
required at Emma’s Landing?

At the last meeting, Ms. Manning stated that there is no Section 8 Housing at
Emma’s Landing. Do you feel this is true when the City of Geneva “Just The
Facts” document clearly states “Subsidized housing refers to the Housing
Choice Voucher Program (still commonly referred to as Section 8). Although
the project proposed is income-qualified affordable housing, it does not
preclude the use of housing vouchers. If a tenant can demonstrate they meet
the income requirements with a voucher, the Burton Foundation cannot turn
them away.” If 14 of the units are designated “At or below 30% AMI” wouldn’t
this require the Burton Foundation to accept Housing Vouchers since “at or
below” means 0%-30% AMI (not 30%)?

As you head into tonight’s meeting, I am begging you to please consider the questions
above before pushing this development through. Many have stated that other
developments haven't been put under the microscope, and that's true. But this is because
The City of Geneva has NO experience with an Affordable Housing development of this
size, so it's important to get clarification since it's new to ALL of us. If you are unsure about
any of the questions I have posed above, please consider postponing your vote until you
get FACTUAL answers with supporting documents. Please put your feelings about
Affordable Housing aside and make sure you truly understand the ins and outs of this
development and what it means not just for residents now, but for the next 30+ years.

Best,
Lindsey McCall

210 Cedar Ave. | St. Charles, IL 60174 | Tel: (630) 544-7826

January 13, 2021
Ms. Stephanie Stewart
2923 Caldwell Lane
Geneva, IL 60134
RE: Campana Redevelopment Market Analysis
Dear Stephanie,
Per your request, I am forwarding to you an analysis that my firm, Housing Trends, LLC,
completed in October 2017 regarding the redevelopment of the Campana Property in
Batavia, IL.
Housing Trends, LLC was hired by a group of concerned residents in the area surrounding
the Campana building. Their concern was that the affordable apartments proposed by
Evergreen Development Co. would have a negative impact on the values of the homes in
the surrounding neighborhoods.
In order to achieve our conclusions, we researched other municipalities that have had
similar affordable rental communities developed adjacent to similar neighborhoods. The
results of our analysis was that neighborhoods immediately adjacent to newly developed
affordable communities had lower appreciation rates to other communities in the
municipality. This doesn’t mean that the homes lost value, it means that they did not
increase in value as much as they might otherwise have if the affordable rental community
was not developed.
While the Campana study was very specific to its site in Batavia and was completed over
three years ago, the general concept should translate to other sites in the region, including
Sterling Manor in Geneva.
Very truly yours,
Housing Trends, LLC

Lance A. Ramella
President

Campana Redevelopment Market Analysis
Batavia, Kane County, Illinois
October 2017

www.housingtrendsllc.com

25 N. River Lane | Geneva, Illinois 60145 | (630) 544-7826
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Background, Objective and Key Assumptions
Background

Housing Trends, LLC was retained by and independent group of local citizens to evaluate the potential property value
impact of a redevelopment of the Campana Factory to affordable family apartment units. The Campana Factory is
located at the northwest corner of E. Fabian Parkway and State Highway 31 in the City of Batavia. A development
company known as Evergreen Real Estate Group is proposing to redevelop the property into approximately 64
affordable rental units and 16 market rate rental units.

Objective

The objective of this assignment was to analyze similar affordable family rental communities in Chicago area suburbs
with similar demographics to Batavia in order to evaluate whether the proximity to an affordable rental community had
a negative or positive impact on property values and determine the potential impact and the distance from the rental
community that the impact was realized.

Methodology

In order to meet the objective of this assignment, we reviewed same unit sales over a period of time within a close
proximity to the affordable rental communities. In order for a property to be eligible for this analysis it had to have
been sold at least twice in the past 15 years, with the most recent sale within the past two years. We measured the
distance from the affordable rental community by the shortest route using public streets, not a direct line. We also
purged sales that we clearly “flips” or “tear downs” as these types of transactions distort the actual price appreciation
of that particular unit.
It is important to note that many factors contribute to home price appreciation including, location, surrounding uses,
building condition, motivation of seller, time on market, regional economic conditions, local economic conditions, etc.
The purpose of this analysis was to establish “general” price appreciation/depreciation values within common
geographic areas and to identify trends in the local markets that we analyzed. Appreciation values in different
neighborhoods can vary greatly.

Contact Information

For questions and/or comments regarding this report, please contact:
Lance Ramella, President
Housing Trends, LLC
25 N. River Lane
Geneva, IL 60134
lramella@housingtrendsllc.com
630.544.7826

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Executive Summary – Community Demographic Comparison
In order to maintain integrity with the price appreciation analysis, we attempted to find affordable family rental communities in
municipalities with similar demographics. We avoided communities in urban, infill locations and kept our analysis to the western
and northwestern suburbs. Below is a demographic comparison of the suburbs that are included in this analysis.

Batavia

Lake Zurich

Woodridge

Naperville

Mundelein

26,105

19,923

33,321

145,058

31,624

Median Household Income

$92,684

$108,669

$77,182

$109,468

$76,750

Median Property Value

$274,700

$319,300

$248,400

$379,000

$218,300

2.4%

1.1%

4.6%

2.3%

4.9%

Population

Median Annual Appreciation - Past 12 Months

Source: Zillow, ESRI, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Executive Summary – Key Observations and Conclusions
• Based on the data presented in this analysis, there appears to be direct correlation between the proximity to an affordable rental
community and the annual price appreciation realized in nearby neighborhoods. The impact of the annual price appreciation depends
on several factors, which include: 1) distance from the affordable rental community, 2) buffers from the rental community to the
adjacent neighborhoods (major roadways, open space, commercial uses, etc.), 3) type of access to the rental community (direct
access from a neighborhood versus exiting a neighborhood to a major roadway and then accessing the affordable community and 4)
age and upkeep of the rental community.

Median Appreciation - City
Median Appreciation - 0.5 Miles from
Affordable Apartment Community
Median Appreciation - 0.5 to 1.0 Miles from
Affordable Apartment Community

Liberty Lake Apartments
Lake Zurich

Hawthorn Ridge
Woodridge

Ogden Manor
Naperville

Fairhaven Crossing
Mundelein

1.1%

4.6%

2.3%

4.9%

0.6%

-0.2%

1.4%

1.2%

2.1%

1.8%

1.2%

1.2%

• In all study cases, the median annual appreciation within 0.5 miles of the affordable rental community was less than the average
annual appreciation of the municipality in which it is located. In all but one case (Liberty Lake), the average annual appreciation within
1.0 miles was less than the municipalities median annual appreciation.
• The median annual appreciation tends to return to the average municipal appreciation approximately 1.0 mile and greater from the
affordable rental community.
• The median annual appreciation has been approximately 2.4% in Batavia over the past 12 months. In our opinion, the neighborhoods
located within 0.5 miles of the Campana Affordable Apartments in Batavia will have a median annual appreciation of roughly half of the
citywide annual appreciation, while neighborhoods located between 0.5 and 1.0 miles from the Campana apartments will be less
impacted, but will have slightly lower annual appreciation than the overall City of Batavia appreciation.

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Executive Summary – Hypothetical Batavia Price Appreciation
• The current median home price in Batavia is $274,7000. Based on the research in this study, median resale home prices within 0.5
miles of the proposed affordable rental community at the Campana site will appreciate by approximately 50% of the citywide median
priced appreciation, or 1.2% and median prices from 0.5 to 1.0 miles of the Subject will appreciate by approximately 75% of the
citywide median price or 1.8%. Based on these assumptions, median home values outside of the 1.0 mile radius of the Subject will
appreciate by $63,362 while homes within 0.5 miles of the Subject will appreciate by $31,132 and homes 0.5 to 1.0 miles from the
Subject will appreciate by $47,844.

Batavia Annual Median Price Appreciation
Overall City of Batavia Median Appreciation (2.4%)
Less Than 0.5 Mile from Subject (1.2%)
.05 to 1.0 Miles from Subject (1.8%)

www.housingtrendsllc.com

Year 1
$
$
$

274,700
274,700
274,700

Year 2
$
$
$

281,293
277,996
279,645

Year 3
$
$
$

288,044
281,332
284,678

Year 4
$
$
$

294,957
284,708
289,802

Year 5
$
$
$

302,036
288,125
295,019

Year 6
$
$
$

309,285
291,582
300,329

Year 7
$
$
$

316,708
295,081
305,735

Year 8
$
$
$

324,309
298,622
311,238

Year 9
$
$
$

332,092
302,206
316,841

Year 10
$
$
$

340,062
305,832
322,544

8

Location Analysis – Campana Property – Radius Map

1.0 Mile Radius

0.5 Mile Radius

Campana Property

Source: Google Earth Pro, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Site Specific Analysis

Liberty Lake Apartments – Lake Zurich, IL

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Site Specific Analysis – Liberty Lake Apartments
Project Name:
Address:
Year Built:
Total Units:

Source: Google, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Liberty Lake Apartments
201 S. Buesching Rd., Lake Zurich, IL
1975
70
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Location Analysis – Appreciation Less than 0.5 Miles
The median annual price appreciation for units located within ½ mile of Liberty Lake Apartments is 0.6% while the average annual
appreciation is 1.3%.
Address
486 Carolian Dr
487 Carolian Dr.
155 Ramblewood Ln
502 Carolian Dr
495 Andrew Ln.
545 Ginger Trail
25 Ramblewood Lane
525 Andrew Ln.
535 Andrew Ln.
535 Burr Oak Dr
510 Ramblewood Ct
585 Surryse Rd
195 Red Bridge Rd.
200 Red Bridge Rd.
325 Red Bridge Rd.
710 Burr Oak Dr
705 Burr Oak Dr.
216 Cherokee Rd.
660 White Birch Lane
613 S. Country Ridge Ct.
342 Meadow Lane
275 Meadow Lane

Distance from
Affordable Housing

Date
Price
0.1
1/15/2008
$
437,500
0.1
10/23/2002 $
432,000
0.2
7/13/2011
$
144,900
0.2
7/30/2000
$
353,000
0.2
8/12/2003
$
240,000
0.2
8/27/2003
$
235,000
0.2
10/23/2002 $
211,000
0.3
9/10/2003
$
225,000
0.3
6/11/2004
$
220,000
0.3
8/23/2012
$
300,000
0.3
3/8/2007
$
262,200
0.4
6/13/2007
$
270,000
0.5
7/13/1999
$
119,000
0.5
5/10/2004
$
292,500
0.5
4/20/2006
$
269,500
0.5
1/30/2007
$
260,000
0.5
10/4/2002
$
248,500
0.5
8/21/2013
$
219,000
0.5
3/20/2009
$
205,000
0.5
5/3/2010
$
360,000
0.5
1/21/2003
$
213,500
0.5
9/30/2013
$
449,900
MEDIAN ANNUAL APPRECIATION:
AVERAGE ANNUAL APPRECIATION:

Source: Lake County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Sale 1

Sale 2
Date
7/15/2015
2/19/2016
4/11/2016
4/7/2016
4/22/2016
4/1/2016
7/29/2016
12/1/2015
6/27/2017
4/13/2017
2/2/2016
11/17/2016
10/18/2016
5/10/2017
8/3/2017
12/28/2015
7/28/2016
11/1/2016
12/11/2015
10/14/2016
12/22/2016
10/30/2015

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Price
425,000
470,000
252,000
485,000
290,000
261,000
230,000
245,000
185,000
330,000
270,000
241,500
292,000
292,000
289,000
230,000
267,500
250,000
269,000
390,000
212,000
408,000

Annual
Appreciation
-0.4%
0.6%
12.3%
2.0%
1.5%
0.8%
0.6%
0.7%
-1.3%
2.1%
0.3%
-1.2%
5.4%
0.0%
0.6%
-1.4%
0.5%
4.2%
4.1%
1.2%
-0.1%
-4.5%
0.6%
1.3%
12

Location Analysis – Appreciation than 0.6 to 1.0 Miles
The median annual price appreciation for units located within 1.0 miles of Liberty Lake Apartments is 2.1% while the average
annual appreciation is 3.7%.

Address
777 Surryse Rd.
777 White Birch Lane
786 White Birch Lane
760 White Birch Lane
572 Turtle Pond Ct.
579 Turtle Pond Ct.
589 Turtle Pond Ct.
420 Tall Grass Cir
300 Meadow Lane
873 Surryse Rd.
966 Heartwood Ln
246 Pebblecreek Dr.
230 Ridgewood Ct
355 Pebblecreek Dr.
430 Hobble Bush Dr
995 Pembridge Rd
595 Timberwood Dr.
215 Hidden Creek Rd.

Distance from
Affordable Housing

Sale 1

Date
Price
0.6
8/13/2001
$
235,000
0.6
6/26/2003
$
230,000
0.6
4/26/2006
$
351,000
0.6
8/15/2001
$
191,000
0.6
8/8/2013
$
359,900
0.6
7/23/2004
$
366,000
0.6
10/29/2001 $
269,000
0.6
8/13/2013
$
389,500
0.6
9/17/2010
$
205,500
0.7
9/20/2006
$
344,000
0.9
3/5/2014
$
155,000
1.0
8/1/2014
$
266,750
1.0
4/13/2009
$
205,000
1.0
8/23/2013
$
206,000
1.0
9/11/2012
$
240,000
1.0
9/23/1999
$
247,000
1.0
4/25/2003
$
227,000
1.0
11/18/2009 $
424,000
MEDIAN ANNUAL APPRECIATION:
AVERAGE ANNUAL APPRECIATION:

Sale 2
Date
4/24/2017
9/21/2017
4/22/2016
8/10/2016
5/1/2017
7/29/2016
6/27/2016
5/16/2017
6/22/2016
7/17/2017
10/30/2015
2/14/2017
9/22/2017
7/7/2016
10/13/2016
7/11/2016
6/22/2017
5/16/2016

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Price
345,000
295,000
285,000
245,500
392,000
447,000
380,000
409,900
215,000
337,000
245,000
294,500
265,000
250,000
293,000
314,000
359,000
415,000

Annual
Appreciation
2.5%
1.9%
-2.1%
1.7%
2.3%
1.7%
2.4%
1.4%
0.8%
-0.2%
31.0%
4.0%
3.4%
6.9%
5.0%
1.4%
3.3%
-0.3%
2.1%
3.7%

Source: Lake County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Location Analysis – Liberty Lake – Sales Proximity Map
Generally speaking, the median annual price appreciation increases the further you move away from Liberty Lake Apartments.

Liberty Lake Apartments

Less than 0.0% Annual Appreciation
0.1% to 0.9% Annual Appreciation
1.0% to 1.9% Annual Appreciation
Greater than 2.0% Annual Appreciation

Source: Lake County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Location Analysis – Liberty Lake – Radius Map

1.0 Mile Radius

0.5 Mile Radius

Liberty Lake Apartments

Source: Google Earth Pro, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Site Specific Analysis

Hawthorn Ridge Apartments – Woodridge, IL

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Site Specific Analysis – Hawthorn Ridge Apartments
Project Name:
Address:
Year Built:
Total Units:

Source: Google, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Hawthorn Ridge
3211 Fox St., Woodridge, Il
1976
176
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Location Analysis – Appreciation Less than 0.7 Miles
Due to the limited number of sold units within the immediate vicinity of Hawthorn Ridge, we expanded the study area to 0.7 miles.
The median annual price appreciation for units located within 0.7 miles of Hawthorn Ridge Apartments is -0.2% while the average
annual appreciation is 0.4%.

Address
3260 Foxridge Ct.
3216 Foxridge Ct
3185 Foxridge Ct
3202 Everglade Ave
8012 Everglade Ave
3137 Everglade Ave
3125 Everglade Ave
3007 75th St
3013 75th St

Distance from
Affordable Housing

Sale 1

Date
Price
0.1
6/29/2005
$
310,000
0.3
9/25/2002
$
240,000
0.3
4/17/2015
$
234,000
0.4
9/9/2003
$
191,500
0.5
8/26/2003
$
216,500
0.6
6/29/2015
$
239,500
0.7
11/13/2007 $
270,000
0.7
6/7/2006
$
230,000
0.7
6/30/2004
$
210,000
MEDIAN ANNUAL APPRECIATION
AVERAGE ANNUAL APPRECIATION:

Sale 2
Date
1/12/2016
4/26/2016
8/25/2017
4/28/2017
3/31/2016
5/12/2017
8/1/2017
3/30/2017
4/1/2016

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Price
245,000
235,000
250,000
215,000
203,000
259,900
210,000
230,000
190,000

Annual
Appreciation
-2.2%
-0.2%
2.7%
0.9%
-0.5%
5.6%
-2.2%
0.0%
-0.8%
-0.2%
0.4%

Source: DuPage County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Location Analysis – Appreciation than 0.8 to 1.2 Miles
The median annual price appreciation for units located within 1.2 miles of Hawthorn Ridge Apartments is 1.8% while the average
annual appreciation is 2.3%.

Address
455 Boundary Hill Rd
7821 Westview Lane
3051 Everglade Ave
7524 Westview Lane
7624 Westview Lane
8100 Carolwood Lane
3019 Jonquil Lane
551 Boundary Hill Rd
7625 Woodridge Dr
3118 Edgewood Pkwy
3026 Edgewood Pkwy
2905 Edgewood Pkwy
8001 Edgewood Ct.
8036 Norwood Ct.
8105 Eastwood Lane
2 Peterson Ct
8035 Leawood Ln
3112 Andrea Ct

Distance from
Affordable Housing

Sale 1

Date
Price
0.8
3/17/2014
$
287,500
0.8
4/25/2011
$
142,500
0.8
7/9/2014
$
198,000
0.8
7/7/2003
$
199,000
0.9
6/27/2014
$
235,000
1.0
1/30/2006
$
281,000
1.0
7/12/2013
$
186,000
1.1
10/5/2004
$
405,000
1.1
10/16/2006 $
223,000
1.1
3/26/2013
$
212,000
1.1
7/29/2009
$
195,000
1.1
8/18/2010
$
150,000
1.1
10/2/2013
$
233,000
1.1
3/14/2014
$
230,000
1.1
9/4/2003
$
213,000
1.2
1/24/2013
$
425,000
1.2
6/23/2004
$
240,000
1.2
9/1/2004
$
275,000
MEDIAN ANNUAL APPRECIATION:
AVERAGE ANNUAL APPRECIATION:

Sale 2
Date
10/14/2016
4/20/2016
11/1/2016
3/28/2017
5/27/2016
5/27/2016
4/29/2016
3/7/2017
3/9/2016
5/19/2017
6/29/2016
1/15/2016
4/4/2016
1/14/2017
6/15/2016
1/4/2016
10/30/2015
6/28/2016

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Price
359,000
140,000
225,000
217,000
259,000
214,900
210,150
445,000
217,000
242,000
262,500
230,000
260,000
245,000
259,013
417,000
212,000
283,000

Annual
Appreciation
8.9%
-0.4%
5.6%
0.6%
5.1%
-2.6%
4.4%
0.8%
-0.2%
3.1%
4.4%
8.2%
4.4%
1.9%
1.6%
-0.6%
-4.5%
0.2%
1.8%
2.3%

Source: DuPage County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Location Analysis – Hawthorn Ridge – Sales Proximity Map
Hawthorn Ridge is buffered relatively well as one must leave the community completely onto Hwy 53 in order to enter any of the
nearby neighborhoods. This condition generally lessens the impact to the surrounding property values.

Hawthorne Ridge Apartments

Less than 0.0% Annual Appreciation
0.1% to 0.9% Annual Appreciation
1.0% to 1.9% Annual Appreciation
Greater than 2.0% Annual Appreciation

www.housingtrendsllc.com

Source: Lake County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC

Location Analysis – Hawthorn Ridge – Radius Map

1.2 Mile Radius

0.7 Mile Radius

Hawthorn Ridge Apartments

Source: Google Earth Pro, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Site Specific Analysis

Ogden Manor – Naperville, IL

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Site Specific Analysis – Ogden Manor
Project Name:
Address:
Year Built:
Total Units:

Source: Google, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Ogden Manor
395 W. Ogden Ave., Naperville
1970
108
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Location Analysis – Appreciation Less than 0.5 Miles
The median annual price appreciation for units located within ½ mile of Ogden Apartments is 1.4% while the average annual
appreciation is 1.8%.
Address
851 N. Eagle St.
1020 N. Mill St., #7
1004 N. Mill St, #304
1004 N. Mill St, #107
1056 N. Mill St, 302
1052 N. Mill St., 208
1052 N. Mill St., 206
1052 N. Mill St., 309
827 N. Eagle St.
840 N. Eagle St.
1044 N. Mill St, #19
1026 N. Webster St.
1002 N. Main St.
459 Laura Ct.
824 N. Webster St.
1101 N. Webster St.
1122 N. Webster St.
1011 N. Main St.
1106 N. Main St.
1112 N. Main St.
960 West Ct., Apt C
971 West Ct., Apt C
1041 N. West St.
375 Pearson Circle
377 Pearson Circle
622 Morningside Dr.
609 N. Eagle St.
615 N. Eagle St.
629 N. Eagle St.
644 N. Webster St.
525 N. Eagle St.
230 W 13th Ave.
1231 N. Webster St.
1336 N. Eagle St.
636 Dana Ct., Apt D
629 Dana Ct., Apt B
401 Kensington Ct.
335 Pearson Circle
349 Pearson Circle
359 Pearson Circle
605 N. Webster St.
516 N. Webster St.
510 N. Eagle St.
823 N. Center St.
804 N. Center St.

www.housingtrendsllc.com

Sale 1
Distance from
Date
Price
Affordable Housing
0.1
6/23/2011
$
243,000
0.2
3/14/2013
$
110,000
0.2
11/26/2007 $
137,500
0.2
7/7/2009
$
107,500
0.2
12/29/2008 $
105,000
0.2
3/25/2014
$
63,500
0.2
8/29/2008
$
157,000
0.2
6/12/2008
$
120,000
0.2
3/21/2013
$
722,500
0.2
11/14/2014 $
353,500
0.3
3/28/2016
$
155,000
0.3
1/23/2009
$
615,000
0.3
8/30/2010
$
150,000
0.3
9/25/2009
$
207,500
0.3
2/15/2013
$
830,000
0.4
6/10/2015
$
339,000
0.4
8/22/2011
$
210,000
0.4
1/6/2005
$
255,000
0.4
6/24/2015
$
192,500
0.4
7/22/2013
$
760,000
0.4
3/11/2013
$
95,000
0.4
10/26/2005 $
189,000
0.4
5/5/2011
$
335,000
0.4
10/26/2016 $
234,000
0.4
9/26/2008
$
250,000
0.4
5/31/2006
$
305,000
0.4
9/30/2014
$
969,500
0.4
12/12/2007 $
358,000
0.4
6/19/2014
$
300,000
0.4
1/29/2010
$
830,000
0.4
6/20/2011
$
272,500
0.5
12/4/2003
$
210,000
0.5
2/16/2006
$
795,000
0.5
10/23/2008 $
172,000
0.5
12/17/2009 $
182,000
0.5
8/1/2007
$
219,500
0.5
5/13/2003
$
150,000
0.5
5/28/2010
$
239,500
0.5
2/23/2004
$
285,000
0.5
5/5/2008
$
311,000
0.5
7/19/2012
$
755,000
0.5
9/27/2006
$
393,000
0.5
11/13/2006 $ 1,009,500
0.5
10/30/2014 $
690,000
0.5
1/8/2004
$
320,000
MEDIAN ANNUAL APPRECIATION:
AVERAGE ANNUAL APPRECIATION:

Source: DuPage County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC

Sale 2
Date
Price
4/18/2017
$
283,000
10/17/2016 $
145,000
8/8/2017
$
118,500
7/24/2017
$
102,000
3/9/2017
$
73,000
3/23/2017
$
87,000
4/5/2017
$
112,500
5/26/2017
$
96,000
9/26/2016
$
875,000
1/23/2017
$
275,000
3/24/2017
$
169,000
7/18/2016
$
685,000
8/19/2016
$
200,000
4/21/2016
$
234,000
12/16/2015 $
880,000
9/11/2017
$
370,000
6/21/2016
$
225,000
7/27/2016
$
345,000
12/15/2016 $
200,000
8/9/2017
$
750,000
5/2/2016
$
139,500
10/19/2015 $
146,000
9/28/2017
$
431,001
3/31/2017
$
395,000
12/12/2016 $
243,000
5/30/2017
$
315,000
6/23/2017
$
980,000
10/19/2015 $
350,000
11/7/2016
$
320,000
7/6/2017
$
810,000
10/30/2015 $
380,000
8/8/2016
$
200,000
9/23/2016
$
650,000
6/14/2016
$
245,000
5/25/2016
$
175,000
12/8/2016
$
170,000
8/25/2016
$
151,000
10/2/2015
$
295,000
10/21/2016 $
297,500
4/26/2016
$
295,000
4/28/2017
$
845,000
12/29/2015 $
350,000
6/30/2017
$ 1,030,000
8/9/2016
$
715,000
4/1/2016
$
325,000

Annual
Appreciation
2.7%
7.9%
-1.5%
-0.7%
-4.3%
11.0%
-3.8%
-2.4%
5.5%
2.7%
9.3%
1.5%
4.7%
1.8%
2.1%
4.1%
1.4%
2.7%
2.6%
-0.3%
12.7%
-2.6%
4.6%
4.5%
-0.3%
0.3%
0.4%
-0.3%
2.7%
-0.3%
7.9%
-0.4%
-1.9%
4.7%
-0.6%
-2.7%
0.1%
3.9%
0.3%
-0.7%
2.4%
-1.2%
0.2%
2.0%
0.1%
1.4%
1.8%
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Location Analysis – Appreciation than 0.6 to 1.0 Miles
The median annual price appreciation for units located within 0.6 to 1.0 miles of Ogden Manor is 1.2% while the average annual
appreciation is also 1.2%.
Address
1225 N. Washington St.
1322 N. Webster St.
430 Kensington Ct.
426 Kensington Ct.
420 Kensington Ct.
411 Kensington Ct.
624 N. Center St.
732 N. Ellsworth St
1217 Suffolk St.
1216 Suffolk St.
1120 Birkdale Ct.
1329 N. West St.
509 N. Center St.
611 N. Ellsworth St.
109 E. 14th Ave.
1108 Royal St. George Dr
916 Royal St. George Dr.
1008 Royal St. George Dr.
529 N. Brainard St.
430 E. 8th Ave.
113 E. Tanglewood Lane
1312 Royal St. George Dr.
650 N. Loomis St.
745 West Bauer Rd.
737 Bauer Rd.
1441 Royal St. George Dr.
1512 Hammer Creek Ct
620 Conestoga Rd.
1508 Apache Dr.
145 Webster St.
829 N. Sleight St.
809 N. Sleight St.

Sale 1
Distance from
Affordable Housing
Date
Price
0.6
4/17/2014
$
230,000
0.6
6/24/2015
$
298,000
0.6
11/28/2005 $
163,000
0.6
10/22/2013 $
122,000
0.6
1/29/2010
$
192,000
0.6
5/21/2008
$
165,000
0.6
8/16/2013
$
900,000
0.6
8/22/2003
$
315,000
0.7
10/17/2005 $
315,000
0.7
8/9/2014
$
345,000
0.7
4/27/2012
$
397,500
0.7
3/27/2013
$
930,000
0.7
9/22/2004
$
465,000
0.8
10/12/2006 $
385,000
0.9
8/24/2004
$
374,000
0.9
6/3/2003
$
359,500
0.9
4/29/2008
$
350,000
0.9
6/18/2008
$
328,000
0.9
7/16/2003
$
380,000
0.9
8/8/2007
$
432,000
1.0
1/20/2004
$
363,000
1.0
6/25/2007
$ 1,309,000
1.0
1/10/2005
$
982,500
1.0
1/10/2003
$
406,000
1.0
8/9/2011
$
445,000
0.8
10/26/2012 $
337,500
1.0
10/13/2004 $
637,500
1.0
12/17/2003 $
492,000
0.9
8/26/2008
$
445,000
1.0
7/8/2013
$
320,000
1.0
6/6/2012
$
235,000
1.0
1/24/2003
$
277,000
MEDIAN ANNUAL APPRECIATION:
AVERAGE ANNUAL APPRECIATION:

Source: DuPage County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Sale 2
Date
Price
4/12/2016
$
270,000
7/27/2017
$
325,000
7/28/2017
$
144,500
6/29/2016
$
145,000
1/28/2016
$
145,000
12/3/2015
$
92,667
2/28/2017
$
850,000
9/22/2016
$
381,600
7/5/2017
$
321,900
5/26/2017
$
422,000
7/28/2016
$
428,000
11/20/2015 $
978,000
10/29/2015 $
450,000
5/10/2016
$
360,500
9/22/2016
$
500,000
9/15/2016
$
410,000
4/3/2017
$
365,000
7/14/2017
$
305,500
5/18/2017
$
550,000
5/9/2017
$
430,000
4/12/2017
$
435,000
3/31/2017
$
920,000
5/25/2016
$ 1,075,000
7/1/2016
$
635,000
10/20/2015 $
590,000
5/25/2017
$
435,000
6/20/2016
$
705,000
9/29/2017
$
599,000
5/25/2017
$
405,000
8/11/2017
$
352,000
7/8/2016
$
275,000
8/8/2017
$
280,000

Annual
Appreciation
8.2%
4.3%
-1.0%
6.6%
-4.6%
-7.4%
-1.6%
1.5%
0.2%
7.3%
1.7%
1.9%
-0.2%
-0.7%
2.4%
1.0%
0.5%
-0.8%
2.7%
0.0%
1.4%
-3.5%
0.8%
3.4%
6.7%
5.7%
0.9%
1.6%
-1.1%
2.3%
3.9%
0.1%
1.2%
1.2%
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Location Analysis – Ogden Manor – Sales Proximity Map

Ogden Manor

Less than 0.0% Annual Appreciation
0.1% to 0.9% Annual Appreciation
1.0% to 1.9% Annual Appreciation
Greater than 2.0% Annual Appreciation

Source: Lake County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Location Analysis – Ogden Manor – Radius Map

1.0 Mile Radius

0.5 Mile Radius

Ogden Manor

Source: Google Earth Pro, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Site Specific Analysis

Fairhaven Crossing – Mundelein, IL

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Site Specific Analysis – Fairhaven Crossing
Project Name:
Address:
Year Built:
Total Units:

Source: Google, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Fairhaven Crossing
407 E. Hawley St., Mundelein
2016
40

29

Location Analysis – Appreciation Less than 0.5 Miles
The median annual price appreciation for units located within ½ mile of Fairhaven Crossing is 1.2% while the average annual
appreciation is 1.4%.

Address
261 Rouse Ave
315 N. Prospect Ave.
277 N. Shaddle Ave.
527 Arbour Ct.
36 W. Park St.
214 N. Shaddle Ave.
275 Dalton Ave.
31 Wellington Ave.

Sale 1
Distance from
Affordable Housing
Date
Price
0.3
11/7/2014
$
170,000
0.3
6/11/2012
$
117,000
0.4
3/21/2006
$
235,000
0.4
6/10/2011
$
207,500
0.4
12/16/2013 $
311,000
0.5
11/3/2009
$
139,000
0.5
8/19/2007
$
215,000
0.5
5/7/2015
$
375,000
MEDIAN ANNUAL APPRECIATION:
AVERAGE ANNUAL APPRECIATION:

Sale 2
Date
Price
5/19/2017
$
189,900
1/3/2017
$
152,000
6/7/2017
$
210,000
3/17/2017
$
244,000
4/6/2017
$
300,000
8/30/2017
$
197,500
6/9/2017
$
206,000
2/10/2017
$
347,500

Annual
Appreciation
4.4%
5.8%
-1.0%
2.8%
-1.1%
4.6%
-0.4%
-4.2%
1.2%
1.4%

Source: Lake County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Location Analysis – Appreciation than 0.6 to 1.0 Miles
The median annual price appreciation for units located within 0.6 to 1.0 miles of Fairhaven Crossing is 1.2% while the average
annual appreciation is also 1.2%.
Address
1225 N. Washington St.
1322 N. Webster St.
430 Kensington Ct.
426 Kensington Ct.
420 Kensington Ct.
411 Kensington Ct.
624 N. Center St.
732 N. Ellsworth St
1217 Suffolk St.
1216 Suffolk St.
1120 Birkdale Ct.
1329 N. West St.
509 N. Center St.
611 N. Ellsworth St.
109 E. 14th Ave.
1108 Royal St. George Dr
916 Royal St. George Dr.
1008 Royal St. George Dr.
529 N. Brainard St.
430 E. 8th Ave.
113 E. Tanglewood Lane
1312 Royal St. George Dr.
650 N. Loomis St.
745 West Bauer Rd.
737 Bauer Rd.
1441 Royal St. George Dr.
1512 Hammer Creek Ct
620 Conestoga Rd.
1508 Apache Dr.
145 Webster St.
829 N. Sleight St.
809 N. Sleight St.

Sale 1
Distance from
Affordable Housing
Date
Price
0.6
4/17/2014
$
230,000
0.6
6/24/2015
$
298,000
0.6
11/28/2005 $
163,000
0.6
10/22/2013 $
122,000
0.6
1/29/2010
$
192,000
0.6
5/21/2008
$
165,000
0.6
8/16/2013
$
900,000
0.6
8/22/2003
$
315,000
0.7
10/17/2005 $
315,000
0.7
8/9/2014
$
345,000
0.7
4/27/2012
$
397,500
0.7
3/27/2013
$
930,000
0.7
9/22/2004
$
465,000
0.8
10/12/2006 $
385,000
0.9
8/24/2004
$
374,000
0.9
6/3/2003
$
359,500
0.9
4/29/2008
$
350,000
0.9
6/18/2008
$
328,000
0.9
7/16/2003
$
380,000
0.9
8/8/2007
$
432,000
1.0
1/20/2004
$
363,000
1.0
6/25/2007
$ 1,309,000
1.0
1/10/2005
$
982,500
1.0
1/10/2003
$
406,000
1.0
8/9/2011
$
445,000
0.8
10/26/2012 $
337,500
1.0
10/13/2004 $
637,500
1.0
12/17/2003 $
492,000
0.9
8/26/2008
$
445,000
1.0
7/8/2013
$
320,000
1.0
6/6/2012
$
235,000
1.0
1/24/2003
$
277,000
MEDIAN ANNUAL APPRECIATION:
AVERAGE ANNUAL APPRECIATION:

Source: Lake County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Sale 2
Date
Price
4/12/2016
$
270,000
7/27/2017
$
325,000
7/28/2017
$
144,500
6/29/2016
$
145,000
1/28/2016
$
145,000
12/3/2015
$
92,667
2/28/2017
$
850,000
9/22/2016
$
381,600
7/5/2017
$
321,900
5/26/2017
$
422,000
7/28/2016
$
428,000
11/20/2015 $
978,000
10/29/2015 $
450,000
5/10/2016
$
360,500
9/22/2016
$
500,000
9/15/2016
$
410,000
4/3/2017
$
365,000
7/14/2017
$
305,500
5/18/2017
$
550,000
5/9/2017
$
430,000
4/12/2017
$
435,000
3/31/2017
$
920,000
5/25/2016
$ 1,075,000
7/1/2016
$
635,000
10/20/2015 $
590,000
5/25/2017
$
435,000
6/20/2016
$
705,000
9/29/2017
$
599,000
5/25/2017
$
405,000
8/11/2017
$
352,000
7/8/2016
$
275,000
8/8/2017
$
280,000

Annual
Appreciation
8.2%
4.3%
-1.0%
6.6%
-4.6%
-7.4%
-1.6%
1.5%
0.2%
7.3%
1.7%
1.9%
-0.2%
-0.7%
2.4%
1.0%
0.5%
-0.8%
2.7%
0.0%
1.4%
-3.5%
0.8%
3.4%
6.7%
5.7%
0.9%
1.6%
-1.1%
2.3%
3.9%
0.1%
1.2%
1.2%
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Location Analysis – Fairhaven Crossing – Sales Proximity Map
Fairhaven Crossing is a new compex (completed in 2017) that is relatively attractive and surrounded by commercial uses.
Although it is too soon to gauge the overall impact on the nearby residential property values, this type of condition is less likely to
have a negative impact on nearby residential property values.
Less than 0.0% Annual Appreciation
0.1% to 0.9% Annual Appreciation
1.0% to 1.9% Annual Appreciation
Greater than 2.0% Annual Appreciation

Fairhaven Crossing

Source: Lake County Assessors Office, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com

Location Analysis – Fairhaven Crossing – Radius Map

1.0 Mile Radius

0.5 Mile Radius

Fairhaven Crossing

Source: Google Earth Pro, Housing Trends, LLC
www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Limiting Conditions
The conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are based on our analysis of the information available to us from our own
research and from the client as of the date of this report. We assume that the information is correct and reliable and that we have been
informed about any issues that would affect project marketability or success potential.
Our conclusions and recommendations are based on current and expected performance of the national, and/or local economy and real estate
market. Given that economic conditions can change and real estate markets are cyclical, it is critical to monitor the economy and real estate
market continuously and to revisit key project assumptions periodically to ensure that they are still justified.
The future is difficult to predict, particularly given that the economy and housing markets can be cyclical, as well as subject to changing
consumer and market psychology. There will usually be differences between projected and actual results because events and circumstances
frequently do not occur as expected, and the differences may be material. We do not express any form of assurance on the achievability of
any pricing or absorption estimates or reasonableness of the underlying assumptions.
In general, for projects out in the future, we are assuming “normal” real estate market conditions and not a condition of either prolonged
“boom” or “bust” market conditions. We do assume that economic, employment, and household growth will occur more or less in accordance
with current expectations. We are not taking into account major shifts in the level of consumer confidence; in the ability of developers to
secure needed project entitlements; in the cost of development or construction; in tax laws that favor or disfavor real estate markets; or in the
availability and/or cost of capital and mortgage financing for real estate developers, owners and buyers. Should there be such major shifts
affecting real estate markets, this analysis should be updated, with the conclusions and recommendations summarized herein reviewed and
reevaluated under a potential range of build-out scenarios reflecting changed market conditions.
We have no responsibility to update our analysis for events and circumstances occurring after the date of our report.

www.housingtrendsllc.com
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Section I
Handbook Introduction
Chapter 1
Introduction
1.1

Purpose of the Section 232 Handbook

The Section 232 Program is a Federal Housing Administration (FHA) mortgage insurance
program that insures HUD-approved Lenders against financial loss from mortgage defaults. This
Handbook establishes uniform national standards for applying, underwriting, submitting for
approval, closing, managing and servicing mortgages insured or held pursuant to Section 232 of
the National Housing Act. Section 232 mortgage insurance is available on mortgages that finance
residential healthcare facilities, such as, nursing homes, assisted living facilities and board and
care facilities. Eligible mortgages can be for the purchase, refinance, new construction, or
substantial rehabilitation – or for a combination of these. Section 232 may also be used to insure
mortgages to install fire safety equipment in such properties.
HUD’s Office of Healthcare Programs (OHP), and specifically the Office of Residential Care
Facilities (ORCF) within OHP, has responsibility for administering the Section 232 mortgage
insurance program.
The information collection requirements contained in this document have been approved by the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3501-3520) and assigned OMB control number 2502-0605. In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act, HUD may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to, a collection of information unless the collection displays a currently valid OMB
control number.

1.2

Handbook Sections

In addition to this introductory section (consisting of this chapter and a chapter on Lender
Relations), there are two primary sections of this Handbook. Those are the Production section
and the Asset Management section.
A. Production. The Section 232 Production section provides mortgage insurance program
descriptions, Borrower and Lender eligibility requirements, application requirements,
underwriting standards and construction loan administration requirements. It also provides
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approved Lenders the instructions to prepare, process and submit loan applications for
residential healthcare facilities financed for FHA mortgage insurance.
B. Asset Management. The Section 232 Asset Management section is designed to establish
national standards for the servicing and risk management of Section 232 FHA-insured
mortgages. The section also describes how each Account Executive (AE) works in
partnership with the Borrower and Lender to ensure each FHA-Insured 232 mortgage is
financially and operationally strong, that each property provides a safe, quality place of
residence, and that the loan remains viable for the term of the mortgage.

1.3

Legal Authority

A. Section 232: The Section 232 Program is authorized by Section 232 of the National Housing
Act (12 U.S.C. 1715w), (12 U.S.C. 1715(b)) and 42 U.S.C. 3535. Statutory authority for the
implementation of the Section 232 programs is contained in the basic insuring authority for
each of the Section 232 programs. See the National Housing Act, Sections 223(a)(7), 232,
223(d), 232/223(f), and 241. Additionally, Section 211 of the National Housing Act
authorizes and directs the Secretary to make such rules and regulations as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of the Act. Regulatory authority includes 24 CFR Parts 200, 232
and Section 5.801.
B. Section 232/223(f): Section 223(f) of the National Housing Act was added by Section
311(a) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 and is codified at 12 U.S.C.
1715n(f). The program regulations are found in 24 CFR, Parts 200 and 232.
C. Section 232/223(a)(7): The Section 232/223(a)(7) program is authorized by the National
Housing Act (12 USC 1715n(a)(7)).
D. Section 232/241(a): The Section 232/241(a) program is authorized under the National
Housing Act, as amended, Section 241, Public Law 90-448 (12 U.S.C. 1715) and Public Law
94-375 (12 U.S.C. 1715z-6(a)). The program regulations are found in 24 CFR Parts 200 and
241.
E. Section 223(d): The Section 223(d) Operating Loss Loan program is authorized by Section
223(d) (12 U.S.C. 1715n(d)) of the National Housing Act 1937, as amended; Public Law 90448, as amended; and Public Law 91-152, 12 U.S.C. 1715x. The program regulations are
found in 24 CFR 207.
F. Section 232(i): The Section 232(i) program is authorized under the National Housing Act
(12 U.S.C. 1715w(i)) as amended; Section 203(i) Public Law 93-204. The program
regulations are found in 24 CFR Part 232 Subpart C.

Section 232 Handbook, Section I, Handbook Introduction, Chapter 1

Page 2

1.4

Relation of Section 232 Handbook to Other
Guidance

This Handbook is intended as a comprehensive guide to the Section 232 Program, and
supersedes prior handbook or other guidance specifically on the Section 232 Program, consistent
with statutory and regulatory requirements. Handbook chapters may include appendices which
list the most recently published transactional documents, but the Handbook also covers
transactions for which earlier versions of the documents were used and are in force. There may
also be instances where existing guidance (particularly related to Borrower audited financial
statement matters), references “Multifamily Housing”, because the guidance was issued at a time
when the Section 232 Program was a part of the Office of Multifamily Housing, and thus is still
applicable to Section 232 Projects. If a particular Section 232 program matter is not addressed in
this Handbook, and appears in other guidance, questions regarding applicability may be raised
with ORCF.
This Handbook is part of “Program Obligations,” a term used in multiple controlling documents
and also at various places in this Handbook. “Program Obligations” means (1) all applicable
statutes and any regulations issued by HUD pursuant thereto that apply to the Project, including
all amendments to such statutes and regulations, as they become effective, except that changes
subject to notice and comment rulemaking shall become effective only upon completion of the
rulemaking process, and (2) all current requirements in HUD handbooks and guides, notices, and
mortgagee letters that apply to the Project, and all future updates, changes and amendments
thereto, as they become effective, except that changes subject to notice and comment rulemaking
shall become effective only upon completion of the rulemaking process, and provided that such
future updates, changes and amendments shall be applicable to the Project only to the extent that
they interpret, clarify and implement terms in this Agreement rather than add or delete provisions
from such document. Handbooks, guides, notices, and mortgagee letters are available on HUD’s
official website:
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/administration/hudclips or a
successor location to that site.

1.5

Waivers of the Section 232 Handbook

This Handbook provides instructions to Lenders on how to apply, underwrite, close and service
232 insured mortgages consistent with program-related regulatory requirements and other
directives. However, there are situations where Lenders are fully aware of ORCF’s program
requirements, but have legitimate business reasons for seeking loans for projects that do not fully
meet ORCF’s published guidelines. In those circumstances, the Lender must apply for a waiver
of the program requirement, in advance of the transaction’s approval. During the course of
ORCF’s review of a Lender’s application, it may also be determined that a waiver is needed to
obtain or maintain section 232 insurance. In either case, ORCF sets a high standard to approve
program waivers.
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There are two types of waiver requests: Regulatory waivers and Housing Directive waivers.
Regulatory waivers are issued to waive a rule that is published in Title 24 of the Code of Federal
Regulations. Generally, rules are established pursuant to statutory authority or by publication in
the Federal Register for notice and comment. Regulatory waivers can only be approved by the
FHA Commissioner. Housing Directive waivers are issued to waive handbook provisions,
Mortgagee Letters and other directives issued by the program office. Housing Directive waivers
are approved by OHP management under provisions determined by HUD.
Waiver requests are project specific. A Lender must follow the waiver provisions that are
prescribed in its application process. If the waiver request is not associated with an application
or not prescribed, the Lender should send the following information to the HUD Underwriter or
Account Executive assigned to the project:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Project Name,
Project Address,
FHA Number,
Type of Facility,
Number of beds,
Number of units, and
Full explanation and supporting documentation on why the project cannot meet the
program requirements.

It is also important to remember that statutory provisions may not be waived unless expressly
permitted by statute. Generally, statutory requirements in the areas of fair housing, civil rights,
environmental protection, and labor standards may not be waived.

1.6

Identity of Interest (IOI)

In processing and reviewing applications for FHA-insured mortgages, and in ensuring the longterm viability and ongoing programmatic compliance of FHA-insured projects and their
members of the development team, operators, and investors pursuant to Section 232 of the
National Housing Act, ORCF analyzes the relationship between and among entities. ORCF
analyzes relationships in order to determine if one entity could significantly influence another
entity to an extent that one or more of the entities party to a project-related transaction might be
prevented from fully pursuing its own separate interests. In its analysis of the relationships
between and among entities, HUD will determine whether any relationship would reasonably
give rise to a presumption that the parties may not operate at arm’s length. When it is
determined that a relationship between or among the proposed parties constitutes an identity of
interest, additional requirements and/or certain restrictions will apply.
A. Definition. An “Identity of Interest” (whether or not such term is capitalized) is any
relationship based on family ties or financial interests between or among two or more entities
involved in a project-related transaction which reasonably gives rise to a presumption that the
entities may not operate at arms-length. These project-related transactions include, but are
not limited to:
Section 232 Handbook, Section I, Handbook Introduction, Chapter 1
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1. Establishing the purchase price of the property,
2. Establishing the cost of the design, rehabilitation or construction (or influencing the
performance of entities charged with carrying out such work),
3. Establishing the terms of the financing,
4. Controlling the funds, or
5. Providing legal, consulting or management services.
B. Application. An identity of interest shall be deemed to exist between two entities if:
1. An entity, or any Owner of any direct or indirect ownership interest of such entity, or
any family member of any such Owner, is:
a. an Owner of any direct or indirect interest in the other party, or
b. an officer, director, stockholder, partner, trustee, manager or member of such
other party; or
2. Any officer, director, stockholder, partner, trustee, manager, member, principal staff,
contract employee or consultant of an entity, or any family member of any such
officer, director, trustee, stockholder, partner, trustee, manager, principal staff,
contract employee or consultant, is:
a. an Owner of any direct or indirect interest in the other party, or
b. an officer, director, stockholder, partner, trustee, manager or member of such
other party.
3. A “family member,” as used herein, means, with respect to any person, his/her
spouse, parents, siblings, children, grandparents, grandchildren, aunts, uncles,
mother-in-law, father-in-law, brothers-in-law and sisters-in-law.
C. Determinations. The definition of “identity of interest” is generally applicable to HUD’s
determination of the appropriateness of relationships between and among parties involved in
the financing, development and operation, management and ownership of the project. HUD
concerns itself with the relationship between and among entities involved in project-related
transactions throughout the development and asset management processes. Due to the
inherent complexity of identity of interest determinations, additional guidance on the
determinations made and what additional requirements or restrictions are applicable when
involving various types of entities is provided in the appropriate chapters.
1. Identities of interest addressed in this Handbook. Identities of interest involving
the following parties are addressed in this Handbook:
a. Lenders (FHA Lender) (see Introduction, Chapter 2),
b. Lenders (Existing Lender, Bridge Lender, and Mezzanine Lender) (see
Production, Chapter 3)
c. Borrowers, Buyers and Sellers (see Production, Chapter 3)
d. Accounts Receivable Lenders (see Production, Chapter 15)
e. Architects (see Production, Chapters 10 and 11)
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f. Contractors (General Contractors, Subcontractors, Suppliers) (see Production,
Chapters 10 and 11)
g. Operators and Management Agents (see Production, Chapter 8 and Asset
Management, Chapter 8)
2. Establishing the purchase price of the property. HUD defines an identity of
interest purchase as a transaction in which there is a relationship of any degree
between the seller and purchaser (or any affiliates or principals of any such entities)
that survives the transaction and could be construed to not be arms-length. These
transactions include instances where a partner is being bought out, but may not
necessarily include sale-leaseback transactions (see Production, Chapter 2 & 3).
3. Establishing the cost of the design, rehabilitation or construction (or influencing
the performance of entities charged with carrying out such work).
a. Relationships between the architect and the Borrower, general contractor or
subcontractor are discussed in Production, Chapter 11.
b. Rules pertaining to Cost Certification (see Production, Chapter 11) are
impacted when there is an identity of interest between or among:
i.
The Borrower and the general contractor, or
ii. The Subcontractor and the Borrower, general contractor, another
subcontractor, equipment lessor or material supplier
c. HUD requires the FHA Lender (Lender) to assess a Borrower’s previous use
of a contractor when an identity of interest is involved (see Production,
Chapter 10).
4. Establishing the terms of the financing.
a. The Lender (and any affiliates or principals) cannot have an identity of
interest with the Borrower (and any affiliates or principals). The Lender (and
any affiliates or principals) also cannot have an identity of interest with a
sponsor, general contractor, subcontractor or the seller of a particular
transaction (see Introduction, Chapter 2).
b. See Production, Chapter 12.2.E for guidance on how to process applications
involving an identity of interest between the Lender and a tax credit equity
syndicator or an investor.
c. HUD also examines relationships between and among other Lenders involved
in various aspects of the project:
i.
In the case of existing indebtedness created with an identity of interest
between the Borrower and the current Lender in a banking
relationship, where a third party lender submits the firm application, a
Debt Investigation is always required (See Production, Chapter 3).
ii. Bridge Lenders may have an identity of interest with the Lender, and
an existing Lender may engage an identity of interest Lender in taking
out a bridge loan of this debt. However, in both instances, HUD will
require the Lender to disclose the relationship and to carefully justify
the concluded valuation (see Production, Chapter 3).
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iii.

iv.

Mezzanine Lenders may not have an identity of interest with the
principals of Borrower, but may have an identity of interest with the
existing Lender, subject to the same scrutiny as Bridge Lenders (see
Production, Chapter 3).
In the case of bond financed transactions, a financing fee beyond 3.5%
will not be recognized where an identity of interest is involved
between the sponsor or Borrower and a Lender (see Production,
Chapter 3).

5. Controlling the funds.
a. When accounts receivable (AR) financing is involved, any identity of interest
involving the AR Lender must be disclosed, analyzed and mitigated if it is
determined that a potential conflict of interest is present (see Production,
Chapter 15).
b. Additional requirements and restrictions may apply when various other
identities of interest exist (e.g. between the Borrower and the Operator,
Management Agent and/or Lessee/Tenant).
6. Providing legal, consulting or management services.
a. In the Opinions of Borrower’s and Operator’s Counsel (Form HUD-91275INST), an attorney signing the Opinion cannot have any identity of interest
with any party to the transaction. If another member of the firm has an
interest in any entity involved in the transaction, such a relationship must be
disclosed. Additionally, attorneys that represent both the Borrower and the
Operator must disclose to both parties the inherent conflicts of interest
involved.
b. Fees arising from pre-opening management services provided are not included
as a mortgageable cost if an identity of interest exists between the Borrower
and the service provider (See Production, Chapter 2).
c. Any identity of interest between a prospective risk management provider and
the Borrower, Lessee or Lender must be disclosed and analyzed (see Asset
Management, Chapter 5).
D. Conflict of Interest. HUD Regulations for general lender approval (24 CFR §202.5(l)
include the following prohibition of conflicts of interest:
Conflict of interest and responsibility. A mortgagee (Lender) may not pay
anything of value, directly or indirectly, in connection with any insured mortgage
transaction or transactions to any person or entity if such person or entity has
received any other consideration from the mortgagor, seller, builder, or any other
person for services related to such transactions or related to the purchase or sale of
the mortgaged property, except that consideration, approved by the Secretary,
may be paid for services actually performed. The mortgagee shall not pay a
referral fee to any person or organization.
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In its analysis of relationships between and among parties to project-related
transactions and Lenders, HUD will examine identities of interest, in part, to
determine if they result in a conflict of interest. When a conflict of interest is
determined to exist, certain prohibitions or additional risk mitigation may be required.
[NOTE: See Introduction and Production Chapter 15, for specific discussions of
conflicts of interest involving Lenders and AR financing situations.]
E. For publicly-traded lenders (or lenders owned by publicly-traded companies), the
Borrower must provide to the Lender and HUD a certification that there is no identity of
interest between Borrower (and any affiliates or principals) and the Lender (and any
affiliates or principals), For purposes of complying with the IOI requirements of this
handbook, publicly-traded Lenders (or lenders owned by publicly-traded companies) may
rely on such Borrower certification in determining its satisfaction with said IOI
requirements

Section 232 Handbook, Section I, Handbook Introduction, Chapter 1

Page 8

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

A Jenniches
Public Comment
Protest Memo
Monday, March 8, 2021 4:34:13 PM
Emma"s Landing Memo.pdf

Dear Respected Aldermen,
As a resident of the Sterling Manor Townhomes, many of my neighbors were disappointed by
Mr. Sandeck's comments regarding the filing of the Protest and deeming it as invalid. The
residents of the Homeowners Association are concerned about the property adjacent to
Emma's Landing and the impact the development will have on our homes. The following
memo was sent to Mr. Sandeck from Mr. Bloomberg, our HOA attorney, today. I encourage
you to read the findings ahead of tonight's meeting, so that you have a full understanding of
why we believe this development needs a 2/3 supermajority approval.
Thank you,
Andrea Jenniches
Bart K. Jenniches
--

“The purpose of life is not to be happy. It is to be useful, to be honorable, to be compassionate, to have it
make some difference that you have lived, and lived well.”
Ralph Waldo Emerson

Memorandum- Applicability of Protest Provisions of Section 11-13-14 of the Illinois
Municipal Code to the Burton Foundation’s Project- Emma’s Landing
Issue: Whether the ordinances being sought to provide approval of the proposed project
in the City of Geneva known as “Emma’s Landing” would require an “amendment” under Section
11-13-14 of the Illinois Municipal Code for all or any part of the project.
For the project to be approved, the Burton Foundation must receive the following to be
effective: (1) an amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan to change the future land use
designation from “Open Space” to “Single-Family Attached Residential”; (2) Preliminary/Final
Plat of Subdivision Approval for a 15-lot subdivision; (3) Final Planned Unit Development Plan
Approval for Alternative Area IV of the Sterling Manor Planned Unit Development. The City’s
Q&A on the project published on its website says the following:
Does this project require the appropriate zoning change hearings and vote as
well? Yes.
The Burton Foundation is required to satisfy all of the conditions under provisions
of Title 11, Chapter 9 and Chapter 16 of the Geneva City Code and receive approval
of a final planned unit development (PUD) plan and plat for an affordable housing
project compatible with the R-7 Residential District and the Sterling Manor Planned
Unit Development (Ordinances 1991-30 and 2013-13) prior to the land ownership
being transferred to the Burton Foundation. The proposed development requires
Annexation, a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Preliminary and Final Plat of
Subdivision Approval, and Final Planned Unit Development Plan Approval.
The proposed ordinances themselves say very little, simply approving the documents for
the project in Section 4. Section 3 does grant a variation from the requirements of the Subdivision
Control Ordinance allowing for a longer cul-de-sac length and reducing the minimum required
center line offset of intersecting rights-of-way.
The Emma’s Landing project was approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission in
January 2021 by a 6-1 vote, but it must go to the Geneva City Council for final approval. The
neighboring Sterling Manor Homeowners Association has filed a “protest” pursuant to Section 1113-14 of the Illinois Municipal Code. The City Attorney stated at the last meeting of the City
Council that (1) this is not a project to which Section 11-13-14 applies; (2) there are unspecified
technical problems with the protest. This Memorandum addresses only the first of these issues.

Analysis
The Illinois Municipal Code governs the operations and powers of Illinois municipalities. For nonhome rule municipalities, including the City of Geneva, their powers are set forth in Article 11 of
the Municipal Code. Division 13 of Article 11 deals with Zoning and grants municipalities the
power to enact zoning regulations. 65 ILCS 5/11-13-1. Section 11-13-14 of the Illinois Municipal
Code provides as follows:
§ 11-13-14. The regulations imposed and the districts created under the authority
of this Division 13 may be amended from time to time by ordinance after the
ordinance establishing them has gone into effect, but no such amendments shall be
made without a hearing before some commission or committee designated by the
corporate authorities. Notice shall be given of the time and place of the hearing, not
more than 30 nor less than 15 days before the hearing, by publishing a notice thereof
at least once in one or more newspapers published in the municipality, or, if no
newspaper is published therein, then in one or more newspapers with a general
circulation within the municipality. In municipalities with less than 500 population
in which no newspaper is published, publication may be made instead by posting a
notice in 3 prominent places within municipality. In case of a written protest against
any proposed amendment of the regulations or districts, signed and acknowledged
by the owners of 20% of the frontage proposed to be altered, or by the owners of
20% of the frontage immediately adjoining or across an alley therefrom, or by the
owners of the 20% of the frontage directly opposite the frontage proposed to be
altered, is filed with the clerk of the municipality, the amendment shall not be
passed except by a favorable vote of two-thirds of the aldermen or trustees of the
municipality then holding office. In such cases, a copy of the written protest shall
be served by the protestor or protestors on the applicant for the proposed
amendments and a copy upon the applicant's attorney, if any, by certified mail at
the address of such applicant and attorney shown in the application for the proposed
amendment. Any notice required by this Section need not include a metes and
bounds legal description, provided that the notice includes: (i) the common street
address or addresses and (ii) the property index number (“PIN”) or numbers of all
the parcels of real property contained in the affected area.
65 ILCS 5/11-13-14. Thus, this section provides for protests for both zoning districts and
regulations imposed under the zoning authority. This section also allows qualifying adjacent
property owners to file a protest of the proposed amendment, triggering a higher majority vote in
order to approve the project.

Special uses are governed by Division 13. 65 ILCS 5/11-13-1.1. A PUD is a special use
which the authorities of a municipality may provide for in its ordinances. American Nat. B. & Tr.
Co. of Chicago v. Village of Libertyville,269 Ill. App. 3d 400, 405 (2d Dist. 1995) (citing 65 ILCS
5/11-13-1.1). Zoning maps, requiring municipalities to publish annually a “zoning map” showing
the existing zoning uses, divisions, restrictions, regulations and classifications, are also covered by
Division 13. 65 ILCS 5/11-13-19. Comprehensive plans, however, appear to be authorized by
Division 12, not Division 13. 65 ILCS 5/11-12-6. It is not binding on the municipality in any event.
City of Chicago Heights v. Living Word Outreach Full Gospel Church and Ministries, Inc., 196
Ill. 2d 1 (2001).
It appears that the Emma’s Landing project is an amendment subject to Section 11-13-14,
including its protest provisions, due to the following features of the plan:
1. It changes or “amends” the Zoning Map governed by Section 11-13-19, by adding the
currently unincorporated Parcel Two into the City and designating it in Zone RR, a zone not shared
by any adjoining parcels in the City.
2. It amends or “adds” an additional PUD on top of the already existing PUD for Sterling
Manor Alternative Area IV. Thus, this changes the already existing special use permitted pursuant
to Section 11-13-1.1. While the City is attempting to claim this new PUD is fully in compliance
with the existing PUD, if that were the case there would be no need for a new PUD that approves
the specific plans. Therefor this is clearly an “amendment” of the existing PUD.
3. The ordinance also allows for a longer cul-de-sac and reduces the minimum required
center line offset of intersecting rights-of-way, both of which, it appears, are not provided for in
the modified PUD established in Ordinance 2013-37. This is a further “amendment” of the PUD.
4. The project requires an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. While a Comprehensive
Plan is not necessarily a regulation or district created by Division 13, without that amendment, the
City would be permitting the modification of both an existing PUD and the existing permitted uses
for the subject property that would be inconsistent with the existing Comprehensive Plan. Thus,
this amendment is clearly intended to facilitate an amendment to the existing zoning and
regulations governing the use of the property.
For each or anyone of the foregoing reasons, the position that one or more of the approvals sought
do not trigger the protest provisions of Section 11-13-14 of the Municipal Code, is not well taken.
Any effort to avoid the requirements of that section for a 2/3rds majority approval for the subject
project would seemingly subject such approval to being overturned on a judicial de novo on those
grounds alone.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rod Nelson
Public Comment
Property in the NW corner is in Geneva City per assessor
Monday, March 8, 2021 7:45:21 PM

has an "unincorporated" address. But the tax bills show tax paid to City of Geneva and the assessor has
a city address, not a 33W... address. I raised the two parcel problems long ago.
Rod Nelson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

.
Rod

Rod Nelson
Public Comment
Correction "NE" corner not NW
Monday, March 8, 2021 7:47:25 PM

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Lindsey McCall
Public Comment
Photo of Property Alderman Kilburg is Referencing
Monday, March 8, 2021 7:49:51 PM
Screenshot_20210308-194209.png

For the public record, this is the image that Alderman Kilburg is referring to regarding fencing
on the East side of the property. I ask that the City of Geneva not absorb any additional costs,
as they are already capping fees at $150,000.
Best,
Lindsey

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Karen Fitzsimmons
Public Comment
VOUCHERS
Monday, March 8, 2021 8:36:12 PM

Please go back to this comment.
Exactly what is a voucher? Is it a section 8 voucher?  
Please explain exactly where this voucher comes from.
Barton Foundation and the City Council seem to keep dancing around the exact meaning of
voucher.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Rod Nelson
Public Comment
students at Emma"s Landing
Monday, March 8, 2021 8:44:53 PM
aaa schools yield.pdf

Again,,,
No mention of this?
Rod

May 26, 2020

Ms. Tracey Manning
The Burton Foundation
2090 Larkin Avenue, Suite 5A-1
Elgin, IL 60123
Dear Tracey:
Valerie S. Kretchmer Associates (VSKA) prepared an analysis of the likely number of school-aged
children living at Emma's Landing in Geneva. We utilized the multipliers developed by the Center for
Urban Policy Research at the Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy at Rutgers University. The
Rutgers faculty has been in the forefront of fiscal impact methodology since the 1970s and has
published many updates to their fiscal impact handbooks. Their recent publication, “Who Lives in New
Jersey Housing? Updated New Jersey Demographic Multipliers” was published in November 2018, so
it is based on current data.
In addition, a benefit of this source is that it provides multipliers specifically for rental properties based
on the structure type, for newer properties built within the past 15 years, and for properties with values
above or below the median. As such, these multipliers more closely match this project than ones for all
rental housing regardless of property size, age or value. Since New Jersey is a largely suburban state,
the data are reasonable to use for a project in suburban Chicago.
The following page provides the projected number of school-aged children by unit size, as well as the
number projected to be in public school in elementary, junior high and high school grades. In total, the
45 proposed two and three-bedroom units at Emma's Landing are projected to have a total of 35
school-aged children, 34 projected to be in public schools.
At the end of this letter are relevant pages from the Rutgers report with the detailed multipliers. Note
that the median value of rental housing is based on 110 times the monthly gross rent. Using this,
Emma's Landing falls in the category of Below Median Value in the tables.

Estimated Children Living at Emma's Landing
Based on Multipliers for Newer Multi-Family Rental Buildings with 2-4 Units
per Structure at Below Median Value

Unit Size

Proposed School-Aged Children
Units
Per Unit Projected

Public School Children
Per Unit Projected

2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom

15
30

0.520
0.920

7.80
27.60

0.466
0.897

6.99
26.91

Total

45

1.440

35.40

1.363

33.90

Estimated Public School Children By Grade Level
Unit Size

K-5
Projected

6-8
Projected

9-12
Per Unit Projected

Total
Per Unit Projected

Proposed
Units

Per Unit

2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom

15
30

0.238
0.404

3.57
12.12

0.097
0.238

1.455
7.14

0.130
0.256

1.950
7.68

0.465
0.898

6.975
26.940

Total

45

0.642

15.690

0.335

8.595

0.386

9.630

1.363

33.915

Per Unit

Source: Valerie S. Kretchmer Associates based on multipliers from "Who Lives in New Jersey Housing? Updated New Jersey
Demographic Multipliers" by Center for Urban Policy Research, Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy, Rutgers,
The State University of New Jersey, November 2018.

Text from the report on pages 26-27 and quoted below discusses the issue of whether the number of
schoolchildren is different in low and moderate income (LMI) vs. market-rate rental housing.
"A common and unfortunate misconception is that LMI households and occupants of
subsidized homes have exceedingly large households with many school children. The
admittedly sparse data assembled here says that perspective is an oversimplification. While
the LMI and subsidized occupied homes may have relatively higher population densities with
respect to HS (Household size), SAC (School aged children), and PSC (Public school children)
than higher-income and market-priced housing—and even that requires more statistical
study—the specter of extremely high population densities in the affordable housing sector is
unsubstantiated, especially with respect to the 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom units."
As such, we consider the estimate in the table above to be reasonable for Emma's Landing.
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Sincerely,

Valerie Sandler Kretchmer
President

3

Who Lives in New Jersey Housing?
UPDATED
NEW JERSEY
DEMOGRAPHIC
MULTIPLIERS

The Profile of Occupants of
Residential Development
in New Jersey
Alexandru Voicu and David Listokin

Center for Urban Policy Research
Edward J. Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey
New Brunswick, New Jersey

November 2018

TABLE II-A-2. STATEWIDE NEW JERSEY.
SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN (SAC) (Newer housing units built 2000-2016, from 2012-2016 ACS)

GRADE
Junior

STRUCTURE TYPE/
BEDROOMS

TOTAL

Elementary

High School

High School

VALUE/TENURE

SAC

(K-5)

(6-8)

(9-12)

0.060

0.031

0.015

0.015

Single-Family Detached (Own/Rent), 2 BR
All Values
Below Median

$284,000

0.080

0.039

0.020

0.021

Above Median

$284,000

0.039

0.022

0.009

0.008

0.446

0.222

0.105

0.118

Single-Family Detached (Own/Rent), 3 BR
All Values
Below Median

$304,000

0.518

0.254

0.119

0.145

Above Median

$304,000

0.362

0.185

0.090

0.088

Single-Family Detached (Own/Rent), 4-5 BR
All Values

1.044

0.481

0.259

0.304

Below Median

$506,000

1.031

0.496

0.255

0.280

Above Median

$506,000

1.057

0.465

0.262

0.330

0.274

0.164

0.042

0.068

Single-Family Attached (Own/Rent), 2 BR
All Values
Below Median

$238,000

0.302

0.168

0.058

0.076

Above Median

$238,000

0.245

0.159

0.026

0.061

0.572

0.315

0.126

0.131

Single-Family Attached (Own/Rent), 3 BR
All Values
Below Median

$283,000

0.735

0.389

0.153

0.193

Above Median

$283,000

0.403

0.238

0.099

0.066

0.212

0.110

0.046

0.057

2-4 Units (Own/Rent), 0-1 BR
All Values
Below Median

$114,000

0.150

0.117

0.026

0.008

Above Median

$114,000

0.277

0.102

0.067

0.107

2-4 Units (Own/Rent), 2 BR
All Values

0.501

0.259

0.099

0.144

Below Median

$145,000

0.520

0.277

0.118

0.125

Above Median

$145,000

0.480

0.240

0.078

0.163

0.841

0.402

0.209

0.230

2-4 Units (Own/Rent), 3 BR
All Values
Below Median

$178,000

0.920

0.434

0.247

0.240

Above Median

$178,000

0.759

0.370

0.169

0.220
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TABLE II-A-2. STATEWIDE NEW JERSEY.
SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN (SAC) (continued) (Newer housing units built 2000-2016, from 2012-2016
ACS)

STRUCTURE TYPE/
BEDROOMS
VALUE/TENURE

TOTAL

Elementary

GRADE
Junior
High School

SAC

(K-5)

(6-8)

(9-12)

High School

5-49 Units (Own), 0-1 BR
All Values

0.012

0.012

0.000

0.000

Below Median

$210,000

0.021

0.021

0.000

0.000

Above Median

$210,000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.086

0.062

0.015

0.008

5-49 Units (Own), 2 BR
All Values
Below Median

$289,000

0.096

0.063

0.017

0.016

Above Median

$289,000

0.074

0.062

0.013

0.000

5-49 Units (Own), 3 BR
All Values

0.325

0.193

0.021

0.112

Below Median

$303,000

0.207

0.026

0.026

0.155

Above Median

$303,000

0.471

0.398

0.015

0.058

5-49 Units (Rent), 0-1 BR
All Values

0.127

0.058

0.020

0.048

Below Median

$119,000

0.111

0.051

0.015

0.045

Above Median

$119,000

0.143

0.065

0.026

0.051

5-49 Units (Rent), 2 BR
All Values

0.368

0.220

0.057

0.090

Below Median

$185,000

0.492

0.270

0.092

0.130

Above Median

$185,000

0.239

0.169

0.022

0.048

5-49 Units (Rent), 3 BR
All Values

0.995

0.478

0.245

0.271

Below Median

$178,000

1.202

0.511

0.353

0.338

Above Median

$178,000

0.767

0.442

0.128

0.197

50+ Units (Own), 0-1 BR
All Values

0.003

0.003

0.000

0.000

Below Median

$314,000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Above Median

$314,000

0.007

0.007

0.000

0.000

50+ Units (Own), 2 BR
All Values

0.078

0.070

0.005

0.004

Below Median

$500,000

0.022

0.006

0.009

0.007

Above Median

$500,000

0.138

0.138

0.000

0.000

50+ Units (Own), 3 BR
All Values

0.212

0.212

0.000

0.000

Below Median

$836,000

0.127

0.127

0.000

0.000

Above Median

$836,000

0.352

0.352

0.000

0.000

50+ Units (Rent), 0-1 BR
All Values

0.020

0.013

0.004

0.003

Below Median

$178,000

0.032

0.020

0.006

0.006

Above Median

$178,000

0.008

0.005

0.002

0.000

0.148

0.072

0.028

0.048

50+ Units (Rent), 2 BR
All Values
Below Median

$281,000

0.198

0.084

0.042

0.072

Above Median

$281,000

0.096

0.059

0.014

0.023

0.654

0.268

0.178

0.209

0.933
0.289

0.381
0.120

0.219
0.125

0.334
0.044

50+ Units (Rent), 3 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median

$316,000
$316,000
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TABLE II-A-3. STATEWIDE NEW JERSEY.
PUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN (PSC) (continued) (Newer housing units built 2000-2016, from 2012-2016
ACS)

PUBLIC SCHOOL GRADE
Junior

STRUCTURE TYPE/
BEDROOMS

TOTAL

Elementary

High School

High School

VALUE/TENURE

PSC

(K-5)

(6-8)

(9-12)

0.030

0.010

0.009

0.011

All Housing Types (Own) 0-1 BR
All Values
Below Median

$261,000

0.010

0.006

0.000

0.004

Above Median

$261,000

0.052

0.015

0.019

0.019

All Housing Types (Own) 2 BR
All Values

0.073

0.043

0.011

0.019

Below Median

$304,000

0.084

0.048

0.014

0.022

Above Median

$304,000

0.061

0.039

0.006

0.016

0.352

0.180

0.082

0.090

All Housing Types (Own) 3 BR
All Values
Below Median

$329,000

0.399

0.201

0.093

0.106

Above Median

$329,000

0.303

0.157

0.072

0.074

0.830

0.371

0.215

0.244

All Housing Types (Own) 4-5 BR
All Values
Below Median

$507,000

0.832

0.386

0.212

0.234

Above Median

$507,000

0.827

0.355

0.218

0.254

0.079

0.040

0.014

0.026

All Housing Types (Rent) 0-1 BR
All Values
Below Median

$129,000

0.087

0.047

0.014

0.026

Above Median

$129,000

0.072

0.033

0.013

0.026

All Housing Types (Rent) 2 BR
All Values

0.317

0.172

0.063

0.083

Below Median

$178,000

0.466

0.238

0.097

0.130

Above Median

$178,000

0.168

0.104

0.028

0.035

0.805

0.369

0.210

0.226

All Housing Types (Rent) 3 BR
All Values
Below Median

$180,000

0.897

0.404

0.238

0.256

Above Median

$180,000

0.711

0.334

0.181

0.196
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TABLE II-A-3. STATEWIDE NEW JERSEY.
PUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN (PSC) (continued) (Newer housing units built 2000-2016, from 2012-2016
ACS)
PUBLIC SCHOOL GRADE
Junior

STRUCTURE TYPE/
BEDROOMS
VALUE/TENURE

TOTAL
PSC

Elementary

High School

High School

(K-5)

(6-8)

(9-12)

5-49 Units (Own), 0-1 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median

$210,000
$210,000

5-49 Units (Own), 2 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median
5-49 Units (Own), 3 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median
5-49 Units (Rent), 0-1 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median

All Values
Below Median
Above Median
50+ Units (Own), 0-1 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median

All Values
Below Median
Above Median
50+ Units (Rent), 0-1 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median

0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000

0.058

0.035

0.015

0.008

0.078
0.036

0.045
0.024

0.017
0.013

0.016
0.000

$303,000

0.221
0.207

0.088
0.026

0.021
0.026

0.112
0.155

$303,000

0.237

0.164

0.015

0.058

$119,000
$119,000

0.127
0.111
0.143

0.058
0.051
0.065

0.020
0.015
0.026

0.048
0.045
0.051

0.339

0.198

0.057

0.083

$185,000
$185,000

0.477
0.196

0.255
0.140

0.092
0.022

0.130
0.034

$178,000

0.821
1.018

0.346
0.385

0.232
0.337

0.242
0.297

$178,000

0.604

0.304

0.117

0.183

$314,000
$314,000

0.003
0.000
0.007

0.003
0.000
0.007

0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000

50+ Units (Own), 2 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median
50+ Units (Own), 3 BR

0.012
0.021
0.000

$289,000
$289,000

5-49 Units (Rent), 2 BR
All Values
Below Median
Above Median
5-49 Units (Rent), 3 BR

0.012
0.021
0.000

0.039

0.034

0.005

0.000

$500,000
$500,000

0.009
0.071

0.000
0.071

0.009
0.000

0.000
0.000

$836,000

0.074
0.082

0.074
0.082

0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000

$836,000

0.061

0.061

0.000

0.000

$178,000
$178,000

0.018
0.032
0.004

0.011
0.020
0.003

0.004
0.006
0.001

0.003
0.006
0.000

50+ Units (Rent), 2 BR
All Values

0.130

0.065

0.027

0.038

$281,000
$281,000

0.193
0.065

0.084
0.045

0.042
0.011

0.067
0.009

All Values
Below Median

$316,000

0.614
0.896

0.227
0.343

0.178
0.219

0.209
0.334

Above Median

$316,000

0.245

0.076

0.125

0.044

Below Median
Above Median
50+ Units (Rent), 3 BR
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From:
To:
Subject:
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Karen Fitzsimmons
Public Comment
[THIS EMAIL MAY BE SPAM] FOR GENEVA PEOPLE AND PEOPLE WORKING IN GENEVA
Monday, March 8, 2021 8:49:54 PM
Low

This statement is untrue, misleading and illegal.
HUD and IHDA need to be notified that you are putting these restrictions on the property.
You cannot redline who is able to live there by where they work or live.
You say this is not what you are saying, repeatedly, and repeatedly make this comment.
Maybe you should check with Carol Tower, in St Charles on how this worked out for them.
This statement has been recorded on many sessions regarding Emma's landing

