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       1200 Wilmette Avenue 

     WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
           

         
MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD  

OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE HELD ON TUESDAY,  
MAY 20, 2020, AT 7:00 P.M., BROADCAST ONLY (VILLAGE HALL CLOSED 

DUE TO THE VILLAGE PRESIDENT’S DELCARATION OF LOCAL DISASTER 
AND PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY ORDER) 

 

 
Members Present:   
President    Bob Bielinski 
 
Trustees   Daniel Sullivan 
    Peter Barrow 
    Kathy Dodd 
    Joel Kurzman 
    Trustee Kennedy 

Senta Plunkett 
 
Staff Present:  Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
    Erik Hallgren, Assistant Village Manager 
    Jeffrey Stein, Assistant Village Manager/Corporation Counsel 
    Brigitte Berger-Raish, Engineering and Public Works Director 
    Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
    Peter Skiles, Administrative Services Director 
    Dan Manis, Village Engineer 
    Lynn Jarog, Assistant Finance Director 
    Alex Arteaga, Management Analyst 
 
Guests Present   
 
 
I. Call to Order 

 
President Bielinski called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.  He then 
explained the electronic meeting format and how to make public comment 
through YouTube Live. 
 
Village Manager Michael Braiman discussed the flooding from recent rain 
storms.  He said data was being collected, which will be analyzed and 
reported back to the Board at the May 26 Village Board meeting.  He said 
that local issues will be discussed as well as regional issues with 
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neighboring municipalities and the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District.  
He encouraged residents to complete the flood survey, as the information 
will be utilized to plan future infrastructure improvements.   
 
President Bielinski explained the format for the evening’s meeting and said 
that when earlier discussions had occurred, the databases were just being 
developed.  He went on to say that at this time, they are more developed, 
staff has since done more research and we are closer to bond issuance, 
which means we can see what kind of rates are available for the first 
issuance.  He thanked the staff for the full research and report with the 
updated numbers and information. 
 

II. Discussion of Stormwater Utility Fee Credits 
 

 Assistant Village Manager Erik Hallgren made a presentation on stormwater 
credit options (PowerPoint attached).  He said there are four points to 
consider:  detention credits for properties (MWRD compliant projects), 
credits for institutional/501(c)(3) properties, maximum credit values and the 
billing timeline for non-single family residential properties.   

 
 He then discussed the updates to credit assumptions and moving forward 

within the project.  He said the numbers will change in the financial model 
but that he felt the credit options are exemplary of what the impacts of the 
policy decisions will be. 

 
i. MWRD Detention Credit 

He said the MWRD detention credit would apply to non-single family 
residential properties with already installed projects as well future 
detention projects compliant with the MWRD watershed management 
ordinances.  The projected impact is based on a helpfulness rating 
which is determined by the stormwater retention capacity in the MWRD 
ordinance and values range from 35 to 50%.  Staff has determined 
there are 35 properties with a total of 620.90 ERUs that are eligible for 
this credit.  Based on the 2020 fee, the projected impact is just under 
$30,000.  He said this is a worst case model, as the whole site is not 
eligible for the credit.  Therefore, the number could potentially go down 
as applications are received 
 

 ii. Institutional/501(c)(3) Credit 
Mr. Hallgren said the institutional/501(c)(3) credit applies to properties 
that are both institutional and 501(c)(3).  He said this credit could be 
set at any level, but staff utilized options from 5 to 50% in the model.  
He said he feels staff did a good scrub of all the different properties to 
determine if they are eligible and feels the 36 properties derived with 
573.10 in ERUs is an accurate representation.  He went on to say that 
if there are other properties eligible, the number would be nominal in 
terms of ERU value and will have a minimal impact to the financial 
model. 
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 Trustee Barrow said the credit level for MWRD properties could also 

be set by the Board as well and Mr. Hallgren agreed that the Board 
could set the top range for the 2020 MWRD Ordinance and then there 
would be a sliding scale back to determine the value for those that met 
the pre-2014 and 2014 Ordinances. 

 
 President Bielinski asked about information for cap options and 

associate scales.  Mr. Hallgren said those were in the additional 
materials that were sent to the Board before the meeting began. 

 
 Mr. Hallgren said that the low end for impact using the 5% would be 

$3,052 and the projected impact using 50% would be $30,521.    
 

iii. Maximum Cumulative Credit 
 Mr. Hallgren then discussed maximum cumulative credits.  He said 

that there are two entities that qualify for both the MWRD and 
institutional/501(c)(3) credits so discussion will need to be had 
regarding a maximum credit value for these eligible properties.  He 
gave an example of one bill if the Board granted a cumulative credit.  
The combined bill would be $5,200.  If there was a cap, the bill would 
be $9,446.   

 
 President Bielinski said he thought there were three properties 

because Baker School had come with plans to make some detention 
improvements, but the project never went forward, leaving only two 
accounts eligible for both grants. 

 
 Mr. Hallgren then spoke about the financial revenue analysis of single-

family and non-single family residential properties.  He said that there 
has been a significant shift in the number of properties in the single-
family residential group to 8,004 and based upon where they fall in the 
tier levels, an estimated $1.2 million is projected in fees.  For non-
single family residential properties, the number has been refined to 
877 accounts which would generate approximately $300,000 in fees 
in 2020.  The total revenue estimated for 2020 (minus a 3% loss 
collection factor) is $1.45 million.   

 
 Trustee Barrow asked if the $1.45 million is without consideration of 

any credits to which Mr. Hallgren concurred.   
 
 Mr. Hallgren went on to explain the impact over the next ten years.  He 

said in 2020, it’s at $1.45 million but after layering in the maximum 
credits, it’s closer to $1.39 million.  That’s an approximate $60,000 
drop in revenue.  He said as a percent of the overall revenue, it’s 
around 4%, and that over time this percentage would remain 
consistent because as the revenues grow the credits will grow.  
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 He then went on to talk about expenses, which include 
operations/maintenance, utility costs and debt service.  He said the 
debt service is the largest component.  He said favorable bids for 
Community Playfield has decreased the overall debt service by 
approximately $1 million He also said the interest rate utilized in the 
model is 3.5% which is a half percent less than what was originally 
projected.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren said the expenses over the next ten years will grow as 

the financing for the next two phases of the Neighborhood Storage 
Project is layered in.  He showed a slide with a ten-year reserve level 
analysis which indicated a reserve level of approximately $3 million 
without credits and $1.6 million with maximum credits.   

 
 Trustee Barrow asked about the basis of 20% for the reserve level for 

this type of project.  Mr. Hallgren said that the rationale is that the 
stormwater utility is a component of the sewer fund, and the reserve 
requirements of 20% are matched to those of the sewer fund in which 
it sits.  He said there is the opportunity to review that.  Trustee Barrow 
asked if the sewer fund has variability that’s not going to be part of the 
funding for this project.  Mr. Hallgren agreed but said that there is more 
variability on a utility that is semi-weather dependent like the sewer 
fee.  He said this is a more stable revenue source.  

 
 President Bielinski said that this is something fixed unlike the variable 

weather-dependent sewer fee, so it can be revisited.  He said there 
will be ongoing maintenance and the like but there will not be a $5 
million reserve related to this fee.  Trustee Barrow said reserves are 
great but, in this situation, they are not necessary.  President Bielinski 
agreed.   

 
 Trustee Dodd asked why the decisions being made on the credits are 

being looked at relative to the reserve level.  Mr. Hallgren said that the 
analysis was performed to show the overall effect to the revenues.  
Trustee Dodd asked how it affects the revenues if issuing credits for 
non-single family residential properties will increase the amount paid 
by residential properties.  Mr. Hallgren said there would be no impact 
based upon this.  President Bielinski said it’s just illustrative of what 
the impact of the $1.4 million is over a ten-year span.  He said that 
$1.4 million could be in the reserve or it could be used to reduce rates.  
It could be applied in different ways but the impact, however it is 
manifest, is $1.4 million.  He said that future rate increases after each 
bond issue may be lower as rates change.  As it stands currently, the 
amount is $1.4 million.   

 
 Mr. Hallgren discussed the value of the credits per account.  President 

Bielinski said that all things being held constant, this is the impact on 
a bill.  He said given the current projection, we are showing plenty of 
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reserves but we are certainly not going to build those reserves.  He 
said if maximum credits are taken in 2020, all things being equal, it will 
cost each account approximately $7.   

 
 Trustee Plunkett said the projected numbers build the reserve higher 

than what is necessary.  She said the value of these credits don’t 
necessarily increase bills and that if things go smoothly, bills would be 
lower in the future if the reserve is built up.  President Bielinski said the 
bills wouldn’t go up as much in the future because we don’t want the 
reserve built that big.  Trustee Plunkett said property owners want to 
know how the credits will affect their bill.  President Bielinski said the 
numbers in the future should hopefully be lower as was communicated 
due to the project reserve levels.  Mr. Hallgren agreed and said the 
rates set are for 2020 only and as part of the budget process, the ERU 
rate will be re-evaluated. 

 
 Trustee Dodd asked if anything has been communicated to residents 

beyond the 2020 rates.  Village Manager Mike Braiman said the only 
communications have been on the year 1 rate and that the rate would 
increase in future years.  Trustee Kurzman asked if there was an online 
calculator.  Mr. Braiman said there was at one time although the project 
numbers were different at that time and have since been refined. 

 
 Trustee Dodd said if we decide to make a decision on the reserve level, 

the resident rates could go down.  She then asked if the Board votes 
to provide credits, will the residential rates go up.  President Bielinski 
said if reserves were to be held at the higher level, rates would need 
to increase.  Mr. Braiman said the analysis was intended to 
demonstrate if maximum credits are granted, rates for residential 
properties do not necessarily need to increase more than the current 
projections. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said it’s not a question of whether the rates go up, 

it’s a question of how much they can be adjusted down.  Mr. Braiman 
said that no matter what is decided tonight, the fees will not increase 
more than projected and of course, they may not be increased as much 
if credits are not granted.  President Bielinski agreed. 

 
iv. Billing of Non-Single Family Residential Properties 

 Mr. Hallgren said the billing has not been done for the non-single family 
residential properties (approximately $146,000 total) for the first two 
quarters but will be done retroactively.  There are three ways the 
retroactive billing could be done.  He said the first option is to bill fully 
in quarter three to include the first two quarters; the second is to bill 
50% of the retroactive value in Quarters 3 and 4; the last option is to 
spread the retroactive value out over 2020 and 2021.  He said 
ultimately, it’s the same total of $445.  Mr. Hallgren said the last option 
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presents potential administrative issues dependent upon the software 
capability.  He said the second option is the preferred option of staff.   

 
 He then went on to outline the decisions that are before the Board, 

which is to determine the possible credits and billing timeline.    
 
 President Bielinski asked what is the total revenue collected during the 

ten-year period.  Mr. Hallgren said without credits, the amount is $35 
million which includes the loss collection factor.  President Bielinski 
said the $1.4 million is 4% relative to the credits in terms of total 
revenues. 

 
 Management Analyst Alex Arteaga then read public comments received 

regarding the credits: 
 
 Elizabeth Seager emailed the Board to say she is not a resident who will 

directly benefit from the stormwater project but is willing to pay her fair share 
of the fee so long as the Board has implemented a fair and equitable fee 
policy.  She said she is opposed to institutional/501(c)(3) and hardship 
credits because all properties in Wilmette pose a burden on the system and 
should pay their fare share based on impervious surface.  She stated that if 
people want a reduction in fees, they should improve their property with 
stormwater systems to be less burdensome to the system.  She went on to 
say that many of the 501(c)(3) properties already receive governmental 
services for free due to their tax-exempt status and that while these 
organizations are important to the community, many of them have 
membership that consists of non-residents and that not every Wilmette 
resident is a member of these organizations.  She said that granting credits 
will ultimately affect residential properties beyond 2020.  She concluded by 
saying that the stormwater system is a utility being utilized by the entire 
Village so the cost should be shared equally. 

 
 Kate Gjaja of 325 Central Avenue wrote she is not in favor of the 

institutional/501(c)(3) credits because while these organizations are 
important to the community, so are residents and small businesses.  She 
said given the current financial situation for many due to COVID-19, no 
groups should be favored since more than just the 501(c)(3) organizations 
are struggling.  She said the only credits that should be granted are to the 
properties that have made improvements to reduce their impact on the 
stormwater system.  She said exempting these organizations would set a 
bad precedent.  She said she feels the usage of Village funds is better 
served by encouraging behavior to improve the environment and she 
implored the Board to assess each property fairly.  

 
 President Bielinski asked if there were any live comments via YouTube, 

telephone or Microsoft Teams.  
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 Daniel Bannerman of 209 Thelin Court said he has issues with standing 
water in his backyard, covering 32% of the entire lot during the past storms.  
He said he is looking for answers on what can be done to assist 
homeowners on his block.  He said he is concerned for his children and pets 
and the damage to his property.  He said there has been standing water in 
his yard almost every month since 2018.  He asked what could be done to 
fix the issue. 

 
 President Bielinski advised him to continue to interface with Engineering 

and Public Works.   
 
 There was no further comment relating to the stormwater utility fee credits.  
 
 Trustee Plunkett said it would be good to spend a minute clarifying where 

the percentages for the detention credit came from.  Mr. Braiman showed a 
slide with the detention credits for the MWRD Ordinances.  He said the 50% 
is an arbitrary threshold.  He said it was a starting point and given the 
detention requirements in the MWRD 2020 Ordinance, the water retention 
is substantial.  Therefore a 50% credit felt appropriate.  He went on to say 
Raftelis’ recommended the cap at 50%, but the argument could be made 
that for properties under this MWRD Ordinance, a larger credit could be 
granted due to the substantial amount of water being retained.  He said 
going down to 35 or 50%, those are functions of the helpfulness rating 
related to the 2014 and pre-2014 Ordinances.  Engineering & Public Works 
Director Brigitte Berger-Raish added that it’s not just the amount of water 
that is taken into consideration.  How it is collected and conveyed through 
a property, the quality and volume control are also taken into consideration.  
She said that anyone with an MWRD permit has to meet all those elements, 
so it’s a benefit to the system.  

 
 Trustee Barrow asked how that 50% compares to the other towns with 

credits.  Ms. Berger-Raish said Wilmette is in line.  She said Downers Grove 
provides 20% for rate reduction, 20% for volume reduction and 10% for 
water quality.  She said Winnetka also provides a 50% detention and 
cleaning credit.  President Bielinski said this rate is based on a 100-year 
storm and that this system isn’t engineered for that kind of storm.  However, 
it doesn’t come free.   Trustee Plunkett said she thinks the 50% maximum 
detention credit makes sense. 

 
 Trustee Plunkett went on to discuss the institutional credits.  She said the 

Village values these organizations as well as their businesses and 
residences.  She said the Board has made that clear with the current sales 
tax and service grants.  She said that most residents are connected to one 
or more of these 501(c)(3) institutions.  She said that schools in particular 
can’t raise their tax base and programs would need to be cut if credits aren’t 
approved.  She said the institutional bills are high due to impervious surface 
with parking lots, etc., and if this stormwater fee was in the sewer fee, the 
bills would be less.  The burden to these institutions is very high while the 
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burden to single-family owners is not.  She suggested a possible 40% credit 
for institutions, as this will cut their bill significantly while still paying in a fair 
amount.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said she is supportive of the detention credits, as the 

impact to the system can be measured and is tangible.  If properties are 
improved to include a detention system, a credit to their bill is equitable.  
She said as far as institutions go, the idea of credits is different.  She does 
not doubt the value of these institutions; however, the burden on the system 
is real.  She said the Board is not looking at affordability for any other group 
within the Village except for institutions.  She said businesses, commercial 
landowners and residents will not be given a break even though they may 
be experiencing financial hardship.  She said the decision to reduce 
institutional bills based on their contribution to the community while not 
doing the same for any other members of the community is inequitable.  She 
said she is troubled with accepting a financial hardship for just one group 
without financial proof.  She said she doesn’t feel it’s the Board’s place to 
delve into the finances of these institutions and decide on hardship.  She 
said she is opposed to the institutional credits but in full favor of the 
detention credits. 

 
 Trustee Kurzman said he remains ambivalent about the fact that the 

stormwater utility stands alone on the water bill because it suggests the 
Board is doing something extraordinary when in fact providing standard 
municipal services is rather ordinary.  He said the 501(c)(3) institutions have 
been paying for the debt service of other projects through the water/sewer 
bills, which are for ordinary municipal services.  He does not buy into the 
proposition that they should be excluded by virtue of the fact that we are 
doing something extraordinary with the stormwater utility.  He said he thinks 
the utility is meant to be something more than a financing mechanism.  
Originally, he had hoped the stormwater utility would be a lever to 
encourage positive behaviors to improve stormwater management.  He said 
what he has come to learn and accept is that this is burdensome and it is 
not realistic to develop ERUs for a specific property.  He said in theory, it 
was hoped that a property owner with a wrap-around driveway in addition 
to street parking would be motivated to downsizing to a straight driveway to 
see some benefit; however, those types of things are not happening.  He 
said he thinks the detention credit makes sense and supports it.  He said 
he doesn’t feel the same about institutional credits.  He said he understands 
that without the credit some of these institutions will suffer; however, he 
thinks being part of a community means sharing and recognizing the 
hardships in a community.  He said he doesn’t see how an institution can 
be a part of a community and not feel the impact as residents have.  He 
said with the work being done on this stormwater system is just another 
thing that makes Wilmette a great place to live and we all have to do our 
part with that.  He said some institutions would be paying through the nose 
if it was done by water consumption and so some will see a break by virtue 
of the stormwater utility fee.  He said he thinks it is all part and parcel of 
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being a community.  He said he doesn’t support institutional credits.  He 
said he is starting at 0% for institutions and wondered if arguments by the 
Board would compel him to change his mind.   

 
 Trustee Barrow thanked the staff for their analysis under the quick 

turnaround time.  He said originally for single family residential properties, 
the credits focused on were actual things owners could do to mitigate the 
problem of stormwater runoff.  A modest set of benefits was proposed and 
the benefits would be related to what the property owners do with respect 
to their property.  He said detention credits are similar in that the credit is 
granted for positive modifications to properties are made for stormwater 
runoff.  However, he said he feels credits for institutional/501(c)(3) 
properties is a gray area because the Board is being asked to reward a 
group of institutions that have been identified as being valuable to Wilmette.  
He thinks they are important and has personally experienced the good 
these organizations can do.  He went on to say that while these institutions 
are virtuous, rewarding them for that alone is troublesome, as there are 
businesses and residents in Wilmette that contribute in the same way and 
they aren’t privy to the credits.  He said while he understands the institutions 
are wonderful, he doesn’t support providing credits based on that alone.  
They are still putting a burden on the stormwater system.   

 
 Trustee Dodd thanked the staff for their hard work and said they did a 

fabulous job in light of the current situations they have faced with COVID-
19 and all the flooding.  She said she concurs with the detention credits, as 
properties who improve their site to mitigate stormwater runoff should be 
rewarded.  She said she is more in line with a 40% credit but would go as 
high as 50%.  She said the professionals have recommended to put a cap 
at 50%, so she would not go over that.  For institutional credits, she values 
these organizations and whatever decision is made doesn’t mean these 
organizations are valued more or less.  She said all property owners and 
businesses are valued in the same way.  She said she thinks the Board 
needs to be careful in valuing organizations differently by providing credits 
to certain properties.  She said the decision made to use the stormwater 
utility fee was the best way to go to evaluate the impact of each property on 
the stormwater system.  Because of that, she said to institute a significant 
credit to some organizations is troublesome because they are users of the 
system and that’s why this particular fee was set up.  She said she believes 
any credits given to non-single family residential properties will be borne by 
single-family resident property owners.  She said she did some rough 
calculations on potential credits for the 501(c)(3) organizations, and it 
comes out pretty close to $20 to $25.  She questioned if the Board believes 
residents should pay that amount or the users of these organizations.  She 
said she is inclined to believe it should be shared.  She said she is 
comfortable with a 25% range for institutional credits.   

 
 Trustee Sullivan said the staff has done a terrific job continuing to refine this 

project and it is exciting to see it now coming to fruition.  He said given the 
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analysis, he is still in favor of the detention credit and an institutional credit.  
He said these are major dollars for these organizations and they cannot 
increase their revenue to make up for.  He said these institutions are idle 
for the majority of the week and they are being billed as if they were open 
all week or a residential user.  He said he supports the credits and 
appreciates the feedback from the Board; however, he doesn’t believe there 
should be a cap. 

 
 President Bielinski said he thinks there is general agreement on the 

detention credits and we can possibly go higher than 50%.  He said he 
supports a credit for the not-for-profits.  He said that other units of 
governments were exempted from paying the stormwater fee because of 
the significant cost, their tax caps and their inability to raise significantly 
more revenue, which could detract from their mission.  He said he thinks 
the same basis applies to the not-for-profits.  He said when the decision 
was made on the governmental units, the rationale was that it was 
counterproductive to add a line to a property tax bill only to have that unit of 
government turn around and raise their levy to pay the Village.  However, 
not all people paying the stormwater fee pay property tax, such as the 
501(c)(3) properties.  He said that there are exemptions made as part of 
public policy on a regular basis. It’s an acknowledgement of benefits that 
these organizations bring.  He said Wilmette wouldn’t be Wilmette without 
these organizations, as well as all the residents and business owners.  
However, he said business owners are here to profit.  He said that over a 
10-year time, the analysis shows giving a 50% to the non-profits will affect 
revenue by 2%.   

 
 Trustee Plunkett said that some of these institutions pre-date Wilmette itself 

and their size is a function of the community that they serve, namely their 
unique physical size.  She said luckily most of the businesses have a much 
smaller footprint, but when you talk about a $25,000 bill for a church or 
$20,000 for a school, that’s when the numbers get exponential.  Unless 
there is a major renovation, we cannot expect the same MWRD detention 
credits that many newer businesses are doing.  She said even at the max 
of 50%, their bill will still be substantial.   

 
 Trustee Kurzman said the government units (Wilmette Park District and 

School District 39) have been excellent partners during this project and they 
are contributing to the mitigation of stormwater within the Village.   

 
 Trustee Dodd said what’s difficult is looking at each of the institutions.  They 

each tell a different story, but the Board’s role is to look at all of them 
together.  For a number of churches, they have programs going on during 
the week and when it rains, they are utilizing the stormwater system.  

 
 President Bielinski polled the Board about maximum credit numbers for the 

credits. 
 



05/20/2020  Approved 06/09/2020 

 11 

 For maximum detention credits, Trustees Plunkett, Kennedy, Kurzman, 
Barrow, Dodd and Sullivan all said 50% and President Bielinski concurred. 

 
 For the institutional/501(c)(3) credits, Trustee Plunkett suggested 40%; 

Trustees Kennedy, Barrow and Kurzman said 0%; Trustee Dodd said 25%; 
Trustee Sullivan said 40% or higher; and President Bielinski said 50%.  He 
said the calculations come in at four votes for at least 25%.  Trustee Plunkett 
asked who would support 33%.  Trustee Barrow said he doesn’t see a 
reason to go more than 25%.  Trustee Dodd said she prefers 25%. Trustee 
Kurzman asked Trustee Kennedy about her view.  Trustee Kennedy said 
she doesn’t feel there is reasonable basis for any of these numbers.  She 
said it’s more emotional and she hasn’t heard a rationale for any number.  
She said the numbers are arbitrary.  President Bielinski said Trustee 
Plunkett said it should be less than the stormwater fee and there was a 
rationale for the stormwater fee.  Trustee Plunkett said it’s logical to give a 
credit that is less than a detention credit.  She said a break could be given 
without increasing the burden on the rest of the Village.  Trustee Dodd said 
the Board has heard from these institutions who have said this fee will be 
difficult for them to pay.  They have gone on record to say this.  She said 
there should also be some opportunity for residents to do the same at some 
point.  She said the Board is sympathetic to all members of the community.  
She said she picked her number based on staff’s analysis and report.  
Trustee Kennedy said the contributions of these organizations is 
immeasurable; therefore, choosing a number can’t be done.  Trustee 
Kurzman said their value is recognized in that they don’t pay property taxes.  
Trustee Kennedy added they don’t pay income taxes either.  President 
Bielinski said he is not sure that when those decisions were made, there 
was a measurable rationale either.  There is a notion of compromise.  
Trustee Kennedy said she worries this is an emotional issue and she 
doesn’t think it’s the Board’s job to make decisions in that way.  She said 
that the vast majority of these institutions have not asked for a break.  
President Bielinski said it’s based on their knowledge of the issue and the 
size of their bill.  He said he doesn’t think this is a matter of valuing one 
person more than another, it’s recognizing their contributions. 

 
 President Bielinski asked Trustees Plunkett and Sullivan if they are still in 

the same place on their numbers.  Trustee Plunkett said 30 or 35% is a 
good compromise.  Trustee Sullivan said he is still willing to go 40% or more 
based on the arguments and analytics.  President Bielinski said he is still at 
50%.  He asked if Trustees Barrow and Dodd were staying at 25%.  Trustee 
Barrow said 25% is a good number.  Trustee Dodd said the same.  
President Bielinski said there was sufficient support for 25%.  

 
  
 
 President Bielinski moved on to the credit cap.  He said there are two credits 

with a combined rate of 75%.  He asked the Board what they feel 
comfortable with for the cap.  Trustee Plunkett said she believes 50%, which 
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she thinks is what all Trustees voiced earlier.  Trustees Kennedy, Kurzman, 
and Dodd agreed.  President Bielinski said he and Trustee Sullivan were 
thinking 65% so the 50% cap is the consensus.   

President Bielinski discussed the billing of the first two quarters for the non-
single family residential properties and the institutional/501(c)(3) properties.  
He reminded the Board of the three options discussed earlier by Assistant 
Village Manager Erik Hallgren.  President Bielinski said staff preferred the 
second option to double up in the third and fourth quarters.  Trustee Sullivan 
said if that route is what staff is recommending, then he supports that option.  
Trustees Kennedy, Plunkett, Kurzman and Barrow also concurred.  The 
option to double up on the last two quarters was the consensus. 

III. Public Comment

There were two previously emailed comments: 

Justin Gaudio sent an email in support of the Wilmette Park District 
reopening early, as the children would have their summer programs. 

Deb Wilson, 225 Thelin Court, emailed to report excessive flooding in her 
neighborhood, which she feels is getting worse.  She is concerned with her 
safety and asked for the Board to do something to fix the issue. 

There was no other public comment. 

IV. Other Business

There was no other business. 

V. Adjournment 

Trustee Dodd moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:24 p.m., seconded by 
Trustee Kennedy.  Voting yes:  Trustees Sullivan, Barrow, Dodd, Kurzman, 
Kennedy, Plunkett and President Bielinski. Voting no:  none.  The motion 
carried. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Karen Norwood 
Deputy Village Clerk 



Stormwater Credit Options
May 20, 2020



Meeting Goals
• Confirm detention credit for properties that have or will have MWRD compliant 

projects
• MSC recommended the Village implement an MWRD detention credit

• Determine if the Village should offer credits and the value of credits for 
properties that are Institutional/501(c)(3) 

• MSC did not make a recommendation for or against the Institutional /501(c)(3) credit; advanced to full 
Village Board for consideration

• Determine if there should be a maximum credit value per organization
• MSC recommended a maximum credits with value to be determined by Village Board

• Determine the billing timeline for all NSFR properties



Updates to Credit Assumptions
• Completion of Single-Family Residential (SFR) database and 1st Quarter 

billing

• Update to the Non-Single Family Residential (NSFR) database by Raftelis
and village staff

• Approval of contracts for Phase 1 of the Neighborhood Storage Project

• Update to bond issuance parameters and engagement with new financial 
advisory firm

• Financial climate change due to COVID-19 pandemic



MWRD Detention Credits
• Applies to NSFR properties
• Applies to previously installed and future detention projects
• Compliant with MWRD watershed management ordinance
• Credit factor is based upon helpfulness ratings (HR)

• Credit value ranges from 35% to 50%

Model 
Assumptions

Projected 2020 
Impact

Accounts 35
$28,927

ERU’s 620.90



Institutional Credit
• Eligible Properties: 

• Must be 501(c)(3) and institutional use
• The credit amount can be set at any level by the 

Village Board; Staff’s analysis ranged from 5% - 50%

Model 
Assumptions

Projected 2020 
Impact (5%)

Projected 2020 
Impact (50%)

Accounts 36
$3,052 $30,521

ERU’s 573.10



Maximum Credit
• Entities could qualify for both the MWRD detention credit 

and Institutional/501(c)(3) credit 
• Would cap the total credit value for eligible properties
• Identified 2 accounts eligible for both credits

Model 
Assumptions

2020 Bill 
(Cumulative 

Credits)

2020 Bill 
(50% Cap on 

Credit) Differential

Accounts 2
$5,223 $9,446 $4,223

ERU’s 180.50



Financial Analysis – Revenues

SFR Properties

2020 Fee
Model 

Assumptions
Estimated 

Fee
Tier 1 $118 1,632 192,576

Tier 2 $144 4,263 613,872

Tier 3 $186 2,109 392,274

Totals 8,004 $1,198,722

NSFR Properties

2020 Fee
Model 

Assumptions
Estimated 

Fee
Accounts $40 877 35,080

ERU’s $104 2,473 257,192

Totals $292,272

2020 Revenues Estimate at $1,446,264
*3% Loss Collection Factor applied to total revenue projections



Financial Analysis – Revenues
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Financial Analysis – Expenses

• Operations & Maintenance
• Operational Pumping costs

• Stormwater Utility Costs
• Utility Administration (personnel) and stormwater best management 

practice incentives
• Debt Service

• $67.23 million for Neighborhood Storage Project
• Bond issuances in 2020, 2021, and 2022
• 30-Year Term with 3.50% Interest Rate



Financial Analysis – Expenses
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Financial Analysis – 10-Year Reserve Level
Excluding credits Including max credits

Reserve 
Level

Over/(Under) 
Reserve

Year 10 $1.61M $0.69M

Reserve 
Level

Over/(Under) 
Reserve

Year 10 $3.04M $2.12M
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Financial Analysis – Account Impact

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Detention Credit 28,927 34,798 57,916 64,845 75,708
Rate Value 3.26 3.92 6.52 7.30 8.52

Institutional Credit (50%) 30,521 36,719 61,114 68,422 79,886
Rate Value 3.44 4.13 6.88 7.80 9.00

Total Rate Value $6.70 $8.05 $13.40 $15.00 $17.52
Credit as % of Total Revenues 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 4.0% 4.0%

• Demonstrate the value of the credits per account
• Take Value of Credits and divided by SFR and NSFR accounts (8,881)



Billing Process
• Confirm NSFR properties be retroactively billed for Q1 and Q2

• Total value of $146k (10% of annual fee)
• If retroactively billed, how to bill the retroactive charges

• Option A – Bill full retroactive value in Q3
• Option B – Bill 50% of the retroactive value in Q3 and Q4
• Option C – Spread retroactive value over 2020 and 2021

3rd Quarter 4th Quarter 2021 2-Year Total
No Retro Bill 50.30 50.30 243.76 $ 344

Option A 150.90 50.30 243.76 $ 445
Option B 100.60 100.60 243.76 $ 445
Option C 74.16 74.16 296.64 $ 445

Impact on Median Bill



Decision Points Needed
• Confirm detention credit for properties that have or will have 

MWRD compliant projects

• Determine if the Village should offer credits and the value of 
credits for properties that are Institutional/501(c)(3) 

• Determine if there should be a maximum credit value per 
organization

• Determine the billing timeline for all NSFR properties


