
From: firthmail@suddenlink.net
To: GRP_UDC
Cc: Sofia Nelson
Subject: [EXTERNAL] UDC Advisory Committee Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 8:14:11 AM
Attachments: March 13 2019 UDC Adv Comm Comments.pdf

Good morning.
Please find attached my comments regarding the proposed UDC amendment changes.
Thank you for your consideration.
Susan

Susan Firth
1403 Olive Street
Caution: This email originated from outside the City of Georgetown. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you know the content is safe.
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March 12, 2019 
 
Please find below my comments regarding the proposed UDC changes. 
 
 Review Authority Change  


o Recommend approval of authority change from HARC to CC 
 With the assurance that City Council approvals require a public hearing (not consent 


agenda) to allow applicants and community to address pending COAs 
 With the understanding by Council/explanation to Council that the timeline for COA 


approvals will be significantly longer (not ‘a faster turnaround’ per Mr. Pitts original 
statement) and result in a lengthened process and additional financial burden to the 
applicant 


 Clarify the Appeal Process of a Council decision 
 Review of Low Priority  


o Restore oversight of Demolition of Low Priority structures to HARC 
 Require Demolition of any Low Priority structure within the Downtown and Old 


Town Overlay district or properties on the Historic Resource Survey to COA HARC 
review 


o Request/require the University-Elm National Register Historic District expand its boundaries 
per recommendation of 2017 Historic Resource Survey consultants Cox-McClain allowing 
maximum protection of the integrity of the District 


 Review of Demolition Process Outside of Historic District  
o Require public notification of Demolition of structures outside historic district 
o Properties listed on the Historic Resource Survey would be subject to HARC approval 


 Use of In-Kind Materials  
o Approve with the stipulation that the physical appearance of the structure is not altered; for 


example, if  using Hardi board the size & profile of the material must match the original 
siding material 


 
In addition, please consider recommending 
 Expansion of the Old Town Overlay boundaries  


o West (to the river); East (to Southwestern Blvd); South (to 1460/Quail Valley); North (to the 
river) 


o Allows for awareness of historic properties 
 TRG/The Ridge (Scenic Drive) 
 Haven (south of 17th Street) 
 San Jose area (south of 17th Street) 
 Nolen Addition (east of Hutto Road, south of 17th Street) 


 Require Public Notification of HARC COA Conceptual Reviews 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Kind regards,  
 
 
Susan Firth 
1403 Olive Street 







From: Allan Barnes
To: Sofia Nelson
Subject: [EXTERNAL]UDC Amendments re Certificates of Appropriateness
Date: Friday, March 08, 2019 9:54:20 AM

Caution: This email originated from outside the City of Georgetown. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know the content is safe.

Sofia Nelson,
City of Georgetown Planning Department

Sofia,

Thank you for providing the March 6th Workshop for citizens to learn more about the
proposed changes in administering Certificates of Appropriateness. My three concerns follow:

HARC SHOULD BE RETAINED AS FINAL DECISION MAKER rather than switching that
responsibility to the City Council.  There are many reasons for this.  

The approval process will necessarily be delayed for every application by requiring the extra
time to go through the next City Council meeting.  I have heard that it is important to maintain
consistency with all other City Commissions which simply submit recommendations to City
Council for approval.  I have also heard that The Most Beautiful Square in Texas is the Golden
Egg that attracts people to Georgetown.  When you have a Golden Egg it should be treated as
special rather than being forced into the carton with all the other eggs.  Delaying every
application in the interest of consistency is putting form over substance rather than providing
exemplary service to applicants and in the process nurturing our Golden Egg.

Furthermore, the plan to approve HARC’s recommendations via the Consent Agenda will lead
to problems.  If an application is moved from the Consent Agenda to the Public Agenda early
in a meeting, how will the public and the applicant know in order to participate in the public
discussion?  Will discussion be postponed until a subsequent meeting (a further delay) in order
to provide adequate notice?  Who decides to move an item from the Consent Agenda?  Will an
Applicant who disagrees with a HARC recommendation have to find a City Council member
advocate on the day of the meeting to get a hearing?  Can a City Council member pull a
favorable recommendation off the Consent Agenda and make a case to deny it?  The present
approval procedures provide an earlier decision and a clear avenue for prompt appeal if
requested, all with adequate public notice. City Council should be retained as the avenue for
prompt appeal for the few rather than an extra delay for every applicant.

HARC Commissioners are selected and trained to have expertise in the areas of historic
preservation, architecture, and City guidelines; City Council members are not.  Accordingly,
more consistent and appropriate decisions will flow from HARC.  And City Council
Members’ broader perspective and compromising skills will be available for the  appeals.
 Furthermore, the supermajority requirement to overturn a HARC decision should be retained
to reinforce HARC’s authority, but that should be coupled with a new provision that a
majority of City Council may refer an appealed decision back to HARC for further discussion
without triggering the penalty of a 6 month delay before re-submission.  Such a provision
would likely have resulted in better outcomes for two recent cases; the former Eats on Eighth
property and the structure at Main and 6th.  In the latter case, the existing High Priority
Structure will certainly be downgraded to Medium or Low when the next Inventory of Historic
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Resources is done by a preservation professional applying state-wide accepted standards, and
that is unfortunate.

In summary, I submit retaining the present approval provisions which have worked well for
years will provide quicker more consistent decisions for applicants and adhere closer to
accepted historic preservation standards than will the proposed change, which may have
unexpected consequences that only surface over time.  

LOW PRIORITY STRUCTURES WITHIN A HISTORIC OVERLAY DISTRICT SHOULD
CONTINUE TO BE CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURES at least as relates to consideration for
demolition.  Structures attain historical significance not only due to architectural attributes but
also due to association with historically significant people or events.  Those who do the
Inventory of Historic Resources see the physical attributes but may not have access to the
historic significance of a particular structure which would dictate it should be preserved in the
interest of the culture, prosperity, education and welfare of the people.  Consequently, what
should be categorized as High Priority may unintentionally be rated Low.  By definition a
historic structure has stood for 50 years or more and neighborhood memories may have faded,
but a public notice, review by HARC, and the 60 day window before approval (which should
be retained) may provide the spark to produce forgotten evidence of historic importance which
could lead to re-categorization as a High Priority and thus preservation or relocation.
 Therefore, I submit that HARC should be the decision-making party for all demolitions of
historic structures within a Historic Overlay District.  I did not hear anyone say an objective of
these proposed changes was to hasten demolitions.  Once gone a structure cannot be brought
back, so public review is appropriate to avoid mistakes.

CONFLICTING GUIDELINES SHOULD BE ADDRESSED IN THIS REVIEW.  When the
subject of “Concerns about HARC” was raised last Spring there was much discussion about
apparently arbitrary decisions by HARC and confusion among applicants, possibly related to
inconsistent guidelines, which together diminished the attractiveness of Georgetown as a place
to invest.  Now with these historic preservation issues on the table it would be remiss not to
take the opportunity to identify and resolve conflicting guidelines and criteria.  There are
complex issues of compatibility, relating to mass, shape and setbacks of proposed new
buildings in the Historic Overlay Districts, which require prioritization, trade-offs and
compromises, particularly in transition areas.  Given that one stated duty of HARC is “to act
and assist City Council in formulating design guidelines and other supplemental materials
relevant to historic preservation or design review” and given that these guidelines and criteria
are within the UDC, I submit that while dealing with these UDC Amendments, the UDC
Advisory Committee should solicit advice from the current HARC Commissioners.  Most of
the current members have at least one year of experience on HARC and who better to bring
forward suggestions for guideline improvements that would help resolve conflicting
objectives, and render the sometimes difficult decisions they must make more easily reached
and explained? It is clear from the signs around town that HARC has community support and
it should be important for City Council to do whatever can be done to maximize the credibility
of HARC.  Accordingly, I request that advice on guidelines should be solicited from  HARC
with a view to making this review process as thorough and comprehensive as possible, before
these proposed amendments are moved forward.  If the UDC Advisory Committee is not in a
position make that request perhaps City Staff or the City Council would do so.  

Sofia, thank you again for your efforts and transparency on this process.  I hope you will treat
this as though it was submitted on your comment form and share it with everyone appropriate.



 I plan to share it with others also.

Respectfully,

Allan Barnes
512 917 6711          
Allanrbarnes@gmail.com
611 S. Elm St.
Georgetown, TX 78626
Sent from my iPad
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From: Jimmy Johnson
To: GRP_UDC
Subject: Proposed changes to UDC Sect 2.50.040
Date: Thursday, March 7, 2019 5:34:56 PM

It is unbelievable that the initial proposal to streamline the approval process for the historical district could
possibly end up with an additional step for Council approval.  This is not streamlining the process.  This is
merely removing HARC from the process. It has become very clear in previous appeals that the council
will vote their will regardless of HARC or P & Z recommendations.  In other words, we are about the
create a process that allows the council to ignore the UDC process entirely.  This is an unbelievable
recommendation.  It is a major step back for all of Georgetown and a travesty for the citizens of
Georgetown.  The Council is supposed to be the representatives of the citizens, not a higher authority
with no regard for the wishes of the citizens.  The HARC was created to provide a knowledgeable body to
review and approve projects in the historical district.  This proposal takes that authority away and allows a
group of unqualified politicians to make critical decisions without any real understanding of the codes
approved by the citizens of Georgetown.  

This proposal is a travesty.  It is rivaled only by the underhanded way the council and city handled the
energy contracts.  

Jim Johnson
3005 Parker Dr.
Georgetown, TX 78628
Caution: This email is not from the City of Georgetown.
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UDC Public Comments

Name:*

Address*

Email:

Phone Number:

Comment Categories Comments:

Larry Brundidge

City

Georgetown

State / Province / Region

Texas

Postal / Zip Code

78626

Country

US

Street Address

908 Pine St
Address Line 2

brundidges@suddenlink.net

5126355832

Certificate of Appropriateness I diagree with City Council making final decisions on COAs. HARC
has effectively made these decisions over the last four years with
only three appeals, two of which were upheld. Taking away this
authority from HARCwill remove any incentive for applicants to
adapt their projects to objections voices by HARC. This is a
powerful tool in HARC arsenals. Pre-City Council adaptations
prior to approval are a major source of improvement change.
Lastly, and importantly, changes made at the City Council review
process must be submitted for citizen approval via publication.
Last minute "shoot from the hip" changes without thorough visual
review will destroy citizen rights.



UDC Public Comments

Name:*

Address*

Email:

Phone Number:

Comment Categories Comments:

Lee Bain

City

Georgetown

State / Province / Region

Texas

Postal / Zip Code

78626

Country

US

Street Address

120 W 8th
Address Line 2

5126355977

Certificate of Appropriateness If the council desires to have veto power over HARC, my
recommendation is for it to require a 5-2 and not 4-3 decision --
this would be consistent with P&Z decisions



UDC Public Comments

Name:*

Address*

Email:

Phone Number:

Comment Categories Comments:

Ross Hunter

City

Georgetown

State / Province / Region

Texas

Postal / Zip Code

78626

Country

US

Street Address

908 S. Walnut Street
Address Line 2

ross@hunterhost.com

5129300542

Certificate of Appropriateness I think it important to specify the process when a recommended
denial from HARC comes to the consent agenda.

How does an applicant trigger the matter to be pulled from the
consent agenda to become an legislative agenda item? It's easy
to say "ask a council member" but this seems like something we
could actually write into the code so the mechanism can be made
dependable and independent of needing a council member.

Furthermore, when an item is pulled from consent, council can
review it that same evening, under current protocols. I advocate
tabling such an item (a HARC decision) to the following council
session. This way, the expense and effort required to attend a
council public hearing need only occur on a known date. Having
to show up for the consent agenda, and then waiting for the item
to be pulled, and seeing where on the agenda it will be dealt with,
is not very efficient. It would be better to give public notice, so
that everyone knows clearly when to show up and what the issue
is.

This proposal from council is taking away the right of appeal from
a HARC decision, and turning a legal decision into a political
decision. The maximum process we can write into the code, the
better.



UDC Public Comments

Name:*

Address*

Email:

Phone Number:

Comment Categories Comments:

Sherwin Kahn

City

Georgetown

State / Province / Region

Texas

Postal / Zip Code

78626

Country

US

Street Address

908 E University Ave
Address Line 2

drkahn@chiropractice.com

9188161660

Certificate of Appropriateness The current further castration of HARC is literally killing the
unicorn. No one in Old Town favors these changes. They were
proposed by men who do not live or care about the historic
character of our city. 

They are corrupt men coopted by bankers and developers. They
want to make money. Period. They have no regard for
preservation. This change will destroy Old Town. It will become
East Austin or worse as backyards are redefined as infill
locations and historic homes of low history are demolished. We
will take large historic home backyards and fill them with high
density inappropriate modern condos and townhouses. 

Our leaders have failed this city. They should all be removed and
someday this will be seen as the worst of times. Sadly the
developers will be long gone like the plague of locusts they are.
And certain politicians will be very rich. 

I strongly opposed the changes to HARC two years ago. The
same two Councilmen wanted its complete elimination. Here we
are two years later and through the stroke of pen that is exactly
what they are getting. 

AS A PROPERTY OWNER I STRONGLY OPPOSE THESE
CHANGES. SADLY THEY ARE NOT UP FOR A VOTE BECAUSE
THIS IS NOT DEMOCRACY.



From: firthmail@suddenlink.net
To: GRP_UDC
Cc: Sofia Nelson
Subject: [EXTERNAL] UDC Advisory Committee Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 8:14:12 AM
Attachments: March 13 2019 UDC Adv Comm Comments.pdf

Good morning.
Please find attached my comments regarding the proposed UDC amendment changes.
Thank you for your consideration.
Susan

Susan Firth
1403 Olive Street
Caution: This email originated from outside the City of Georgetown. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you know the content is safe.
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March 12, 2019 
 
Please find below my comments regarding the proposed UDC changes. 
 
 Review Authority Change  


o Recommend approval of authority change from HARC to CC 
 With the assurance that City Council approvals require a public hearing (not consent 


agenda) to allow applicants and community to address pending COAs 
 With the understanding by Council/explanation to Council that the timeline for COA 


approvals will be significantly longer (not ‘a faster turnaround’ per Mr. Pitts original 
statement) and result in a lengthened process and additional financial burden to the 
applicant 


 Clarify the Appeal Process of a Council decision 
 Review of Low Priority  


o Restore oversight of Demolition of Low Priority structures to HARC 
 Require Demolition of any Low Priority structure within the Downtown and Old 


Town Overlay district or properties on the Historic Resource Survey to COA HARC 
review 


o Request/require the University-Elm National Register Historic District expand its boundaries 
per recommendation of 2017 Historic Resource Survey consultants Cox-McClain allowing 
maximum protection of the integrity of the District 


 Review of Demolition Process Outside of Historic District  
o Require public notification of Demolition of structures outside historic district 
o Properties listed on the Historic Resource Survey would be subject to HARC approval 


 Use of In-Kind Materials  
o Approve with the stipulation that the physical appearance of the structure is not altered; for 


example, if  using Hardi board the size & profile of the material must match the original 
siding material 


 
In addition, please consider recommending 
 Expansion of the Old Town Overlay boundaries  


o West (to the river); East (to Southwestern Blvd); South (to 1460/Quail Valley); North (to the 
river) 


o Allows for awareness of historic properties 
 TRG/The Ridge (Scenic Drive) 
 Haven (south of 17th Street) 
 San Jose area (south of 17th Street) 
 Nolen Addition (east of Hutto Road, south of 17th Street) 


 Require Public Notification of HARC COA Conceptual Reviews 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Kind regards,  
 
 
Susan Firth 
1403 Olive Street 







March 12, 2019 
 
Please find below my comments regarding the proposed UDC changes. 
 
 Review Authority Change  

o Recommend approval of authority change from HARC to CC 
 With the assurance that City Council approvals require a public hearing (not consent 

agenda) to allow applicants and community to address pending COAs 
 With the understanding by Council/explanation to Council that the timeline for COA 

approvals will be significantly longer (not ‘a faster turnaround’ per Mr. Pitts original 
statement) and result in a lengthened process and additional financial burden to the 
applicant 

 Clarify the Appeal Process of a Council decision 
 Review of Low Priority  

o Restore oversight of Demolition of Low Priority structures to HARC 
 Require Demolition of any Low Priority structure within the Downtown and Old 

Town Overlay district or properties on the Historic Resource Survey to COA HARC 
review 

o Request/require the University-Elm National Register Historic District expand its boundaries 
per recommendation of 2017 Historic Resource Survey consultants Cox-McClain allowing 
maximum protection of the integrity of the District 

 Review of Demolition Process Outside of Historic District  
o Require public notification of Demolition of structures outside historic district 
o Properties listed on the Historic Resource Survey would be subject to HARC approval 

 Use of In-Kind Materials  
o Approve with the stipulation that the physical appearance of the structure is not altered; for 

example, if  using Hardi board the size & profile of the material must match the original 
siding material 

 
In addition, please consider recommending 
 Expansion of the Old Town Overlay boundaries  

o West (to the river); East (to Southwestern Blvd); South (to 1460/Quail Valley); North (to the 
river) 

o Allows for awareness of historic properties 
 TRG/The Ridge (Scenic Drive) 
 Haven (south of 17th Street) 
 San Jose area (south of 17th Street) 
 Nolen Addition (east of Hutto Road, south of 17th Street) 

 Require Public Notification of HARC COA Conceptual Reviews 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Kind regards,  
 
 
Susan Firth 
1403 Olive Street 



From: Chelsea Irby
To: Sofia Nelson; Nathaniel Waggoner; Madison Thomas
Cc: Andreina Davila
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Comments on HARC Proposal
Date: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 10:35:06 AM

FYI
 
 
Chelsea Irby
Senior Planner
City of Georgetown
512-931-7746
 

From: Grace Josey [mailto:gjosey@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 10:25 AM
To: GRP_UDC <UDC@georgetown.org>
Cc: District1 <district1@georgetown.org>; District2 <district2@georgetown.org>; District3
<district3@georgetown.org>; District4 <district4@georgetown.org>; District5
<district5@georgetown.org>; District6 <district6@georgetown.org>; District7
<district7@georgetown.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on HARC Proposal
 
Thank you for considering my comments regarding the proposed UDC amendments pertaining to HARC,

as listed in the March 10 issue of the Williamson County Sun.

 

I am a lifelong Georgetown resident, and have been a homeowner in the historic overlay district for the

past nine years. I have been through HARC and have remodeled my home. 

 

First and foremost, I would like to remind the members of the Council that Old Town is not only an asset

to our community, it is also our neighborhood. This is the place where we live, work, and send our

children to school. It is not just a place for the City of Georgetown to market itself, attract out-of-towners,

and encourage development. I ask this question to members of the Council who live outside of my

neighborhood: How would you feel if individuals from other neighborhoods could sit on your HOA Board

and make decisions about your neighbors installing above ground pools, sheds, additions, etc.? Would

you feel like those individuals could have the same invested interest as you? Probably not. I am incredibly

grateful for the service of my neighbors on HARC. It is a major time commitment, and they do their very

best to make decisions in the interest of their neighbors within the parameters of the process. I think that

giving the power to the Council to approve/deny Certificates of Appropriateness is bad for our

neighborhood. Not only would those decisions be left in the hands of individuals living outside our

neighborhood, but it will mean that the decisions are less informed. The members of HARC spend

tremendous amounts of time reviewing the documents for each project and reviewing the UDC. Will

members of Council have the same time to give? I doubt it. 

 

Second, while I do agree that changes could be made for non-contributing and low-priority structures,

they are still located near medium- and high-priority homes. It would propose that these structures be

reviewed by staff, but only by HARC if the owner is requesting variances or demolition. 

 

Lastly, I agree with the proposal to allow low- and medium-priority structures to be remodeled with similar

replacement materials. 

 

I understand that realtors and developers stand to profit in the short run from lower standards in my

neighborhood. Maybe some of those developers have appealed to members of the Council to make these

changes. I think that is unfortunate. There is always room to improve a process, and I believe there are

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=4B36F9074C9C414BAFC63E10A51130D1-CHELSEA IRB
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ideas that have been mentioned that would significantly improve the HARC process. In fact, I sat in a

focus group where homeowners and one home builder proposed lots of great enhancements while still

placing the COA decision in the hands of the HARC members. Let's look at those ideas and find ways to

improve without undermining those who choose to live in the district.

 

With appreciation, 

 

Grace Pyka

1318 East Universtiy Ave.

 

 

 

 

 

Caution: This email originated from outside the City of Georgetown. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know the content is safe.



From: Chelsea Irby
To: Nathaniel Waggoner; Sofia Nelson; Madison Thomas
Cc: Andreina Davila
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Super majority
Date: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 1:58:13 PM

FYI

Chelsea Irby
Senior Planner
City of Georgetown
512-931-7746

-----Original Message-----
From: Karalei Nunn [mailto:kmnunn@1113architects.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 1:52 PM
To: GRP_UDC <UDC@georgetown.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Super majority

I support a super majority from the council to overturn HARC decisions. This aligns with the Planning and Zoning
body decisions and makes sense. It does not make sense to further reduce HARC’s authority.

Karalei Nunn
Caution: This email originated from outside the City of Georgetown. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you know the content is safe.
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From: Michael Walton
To: Sofia Nelson; GRP_UDC; Preservation Georgetown
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Preservation Georgetown Comments on UDC
Date: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 9:27:28 PM

Sofia --

I respectfully submit the following comments from Preservation Georgetown:

======================

As the President of Preservation Georgetown, I have had the opportunity
to meet with and hear from a variety of people about this proposal.

In general, the preference is to leave things as they are, but it is
clear that is not a likely option.

So, after significant review & discussion … and as the representative of
the 300+ members of Preservation Georgetown, I offer the following
recommendations and requests:

1 - Adjust the proposal in Sec. 3.13.010. - Applicability, to restore
the review of LOW priority structures for demolition.

While there are certainly structures in Old Town that are beyond repair
and are legitimate candidates for demolition, not all of those
classified as LOW priority are.

The concern is that removing all review will result in widespread
demolition in favor of new construction that may not maintain the
character, personality, and historic interests of Georgetown.

2 - Review Section Sec. 3.03.020. - Required Public Hearing

The table in the proposal indicates a special symbol under the City
Council column for COA applications, but the specification of that
symbol has been removed.

The requirements for this section are not clear and thus should be updated.

3 - Clarify SECTION 16.02. - DEFINITIONS for Historic Structure,
Contributing and Historic Structure, Non-Contributing

The historic survey rates structures as LOW, MEDIUM, and HIGH based upon
the historic significance of the structure and its level of alterations
or adjustments.

It is our opinion that while a LOW priority structure may not retain its
original appearance, it may still be a CONTRIBUTING structure.

It is important that this definition is written in a way to recognize
all structures that add value to the community, independent of their
level of historic rating.

mailto:michael@mailwalton.com
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4 - Remove or edit conflicting language from the UDC

It has been said that part of the problem is ambiguity and the level of
subjectivity that may be applied to HARC decisions. This should be
addressed as part of this effort.

For example, chapters 6 (residential development standards) & 7
(non-residential development standards) of the UDC have caused issues
for property owners within the historic overlays.

As written, they are easily applied to properties outside of these
districts, but cause problems when applied to properties subject to HARC
review.

The proposed changes to the UDC that you have been asked to review do
not include updates to these or any other chapters that may introduce
challenges.

We ask that you recommend that a review and update of these sections be
included in this proposal.

Finally, we support the updates related to in-kind materials.

--
Michael J Walton Georgetown, TX

Caution: This email originated from outside the City of Georgetown. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you know the content is safe.



From: Liz Weaver
To: GRP_UDC
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed changes to HARC
Date: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 10:32:40 AM

I strongly oppose the proposed changes to the UDC which will affect the workings of HARC.  In
particular, I object to the removal of the provision that requires a supermajority vote in order for the
Council to override a HARC decision.  This supermajority provision is in place for the Planning and
Zoning Commission, and I think it is reasonable for HARC to also have this provision.  Both bodies are
appointed in the same manner, and both are made up of citizens of the town.  To give one superior
power than the other is not warranted; it sends the message that one body is trusted more than the
other.
 
I also object to the proposed removal of the demolition of low-priority structures from the review of
HARC.  HARC serves as an important check on interests which strive to tear down and replace
historic structures.  As a researcher for Preservation Georgetown, I’m constantly surprised at the
richness of history that lies within all the structures in town.  Removing HARC’s oversight of
demolition of these structures is not in the interest of maintaining and celebrating that richness. 
The number of low-priority structures within the overlays is relatively small in comparison with all
the property in Georgetown, and it deserves to be protected.
 
Thanks,
Liz Weaver
1221 S Main Street
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

Caution: This email originated from outside the City of Georgetown. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know the content is safe.
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