
 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

            
 

DEPARTMENT OF                      (847) 853-7500 
ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS              Fax (847) 853-7705 

                              TDD (847) 853-7634 
NOTICE OF MEETING 

of the  
MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE OF THE 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 
 

Tuesday, April 5, 2016 at 6:30 P.M. 
Council Room 

Wilmette Village Hall 
1200 Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, Illinois 

AGENDA 
 

1. Call to Order 
2. Minutes of the Municipal Services Committee Meeting of November 5, 2015 
3. Review of Sign Policy 
4. Review of Valet Parking Policy 
5. Update on the Separate Storm Sewer System Study  
6. Update on the Wilmette Water System Condition Assessment Study 
7. Public Comment 
8. Old Business 
9. New Business 
10. Adjournment  

 
Trustee Cameron Krueger, Chair 
 
 

IF YOU ARE A PERSON WITH A DISABILITY AND NEED SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 
 IN AND/OR ATTEND A VILLAGE OF WILMETTE PUBLIC MEETING, PLEASE NOTIFY THE VILLAGE  

MANAGER’S OFFICE AT (847) 853-7509 OR TDD  (847) 853-7634 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. 
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                                                         1200 Wilmette Avenue 
                                                          WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
      

 MEETING MINUTES 
 

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE OF THE VILLAGE BOARD 
 

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 2015  
6:30 P.M. 

TRAINING ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL 
 
 
Members Present:  Trustee Cameron Krueger, Chair 
 Trustee Daniel Sullivan 
 Trustee Julie Wolf  
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Brigitte Berger, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works 
 Russ Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER. 

Trustee Cameron Krueger, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
Committee members Trustees Sullivan and Wolf were present.    

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING 
OF SEPTEMBER 24, 2015. 

Trustee Krueger directed the Committee’s attention to the draft minutes of the 
Municipal Services Committee meeting of September 24, 2015.     

Trustee Wolf moved that the Committee approve the minutes.  The motion was 
seconded by Trustee Sullivan and approved by unanimous voice vote.  The 
motion carried. 

III. DISCUSSION OF POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE SOLID  WASTE 
COLLECTION RUTE FOR THE AREA WEST OF 13TH STREET AND EAST OF 
GREEN BAY ROAD. 

Trustee Krueger said currently the residents in the area north of Lake Avenue 
and west of 13th Street have solid waste collection on Mondays and the residents 
on the east side of 13th Street have solid waste collection on Thursday.  He 
suggested that all residents in this area be assigned the same day of collection 
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on Thursdays to limit the number of days per week that refuse and recycling 
containers are exposed at the curb.  Staff has reviewed the request with 
Advanced Disposal and while it will not present any efficiencies in terms of 
collection, it will help to balance the collection routes as Mondays are historically 
heavy collection days. 

Trustee Krueger suggested doing a survey of the 153 residents that currently 
have solid waste collection on Mondays regarding waste collection being moved 
to Thursdays. 

Brigitte Berger, Director of Public Works and Engineering, suggested sending a 
letter to the impacted residents regarding the proposed change in service days.   

The Committee members were all in agreement regarding staff sending a letter 
to the 153 residents regarding the change from Mondays to Thursdays for solid 
waste collection.  

 IV.    REVIEW OF THE AVOCA WEST/WEST WILMETTE PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 
  STUDY PERPARED FOR THE VILLAGES OF GLENVIEW AND WILMETTE. 

 Ms. Berger said the Village received a petition from residents in January 2015 
 regarding the issue of pedestrian safety west of Hibbard Road as many of the 
 petitioners have children that attend Avoca West Elementary School in Glenview 
 and expressed a difficult time accessing the school as well as Edens Plaza.  As a 
 result of the petition, the Village hired a traffic consultant with the Village of 
 Glenview to perform a pedestrian study. 

 Ms. Berger said the purpose of the study was to look at the existing pedestrian 
 and vehicular traffic patterns in the area, identify possible improvements to the 
 traffic patterns including new multimodal links and consider possible vehicular 
 traffic and operational changes that impact pedestrian movements. 

 Ms. Berger said the study area is divided into three sections but this evening she 
 would focus on the East Lake Avenue and Northeast Area study areas.  One of 
 the first recommendations was to install a pedestrian crosswalk across Lake 
 Avenue in the vicinity of Manor Drive.  The report points out that there are 
 several signalized intersections within the study area that provide safe places to 
 cross Lake Avenue.  Based on the low pedestrian volume and existing crossing 
 locations, the consultant does not recommend a crosswalk on Lake Avenue at 
 Manor Drive. 

The second discussion was regarding a Lake Avenue bridge over the Edens 
Expressway.  The traffic study considered several alternatives but determined all 
of them to be complex, require extensive coordination with state and county 
agencies and costly.  It should be noted that staff has been working with the 
State and County to provide better pedestrian signage and striping at the four 
crosswalks approaching the Lake Avenue bridge as these crosswalks are located 
very near the on and off-ramps to the expressway. 
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The original petition also requested a pedestrian or vehicular connection from 
Avoca West School to West Park Drive.  In order to build the connection, long 
term easements would need to be secured with ComEd and the Union Pacific 
Railroad. Given the difficult logistics and high cost surrounding this improvement, 
staff does not recommend pursuing this option. 

Ms. Berger said moving into the “Northeast Area” recommendations, the report 
identifies the existing traffic signal at the Skokie Boulevard entrance to Edens 
Plaza as a logical location for pedestrian improvements.  In order to make this a 
safe and logical crossing, a sidewalk connection would have to be constructed on 
the east side of Skokie Boulevard from Illinois Road at the Edens Plaza entrance.  
In addition, the signal would have to be upgraded with pedestrian 
accommodations including signage, ramps, striping and pedestrian signals.  
There are several locations of missing or gaps in sidewalk in this neighborhood 
that staff has identified and a draft policy on new sidewalks will be discussed in 
conjunction with the next agenda item. 

Ms. Berger said the Village has done the best they can with the resources 
available in regards to additional signage being added on Illinois Road within the 
school zone and road striping (crosswalks) completed throughout the Lake 
Avenue, Illinois Road and Hibbard Road corridors. 

Ms. Berger reviewed the status of active Capital Projects as presented in the 
report which include the intersections of Lake Avenue at Skokie Boulevard, and 
Skokie Boulevard at Hibbard Road. 

Trustee Wolf asked for a brief description of what will take place at Skokie 
Boulevard and Hibbard Road. 

Ms. Berger said from a traffic standpoint, the biggest change will be the addition 
of left turn lanes on Hibbard. 

Trustee Krueger opened the meeting to public comment. 

Stuart Weisberg, 3513 Lake Avenue, said he grew up in the neighborhood and 
he rode his bike to school. He said crossing the entrance ramps from the 
sidewalk on Lake Avenue is very dangerous and suggested some type of signal 
for motorists to stop to allow pedestrians to cross safely. 

Daniel Coffman, 711 Hibbard Road, asked if there would be a speed limit change 
with the new construction at the Skokie and Hibbard intersection. 

Ms. Berger said there will be no speed limit change on Skokie Boulevard or 
Hibbard Road with the proposed construction. They can look at the geometry of 
the intersection as they are designing it and there are some measures and 
physical changes in the roadway that are possible to slow down traffic. 

Mr. Coffman said he has children in the area and there is not a safe walk route to 
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schools in the area and he does not qualify for free busing.  He believes his 
children should have a safe walking area to the schools and parks in the area.  
His main concern is walking on Lake Avenue over the expressway due to the 
merging lanes and ramps. 

Jim Stoner, Illinois Department of Transportation, said he is in charge of the 
school  bus policy in the State of Illinois and it is the State policy that if a resident 
is over 1 ½ miles from the school, then the State provides free bussing, if you are 
under 1 ½ miles then  it is up to the school district.  The person who would be 
responsible for school bussing would be the Transportation Director of Mr. 
Kaufman’s school district. If Mr. Kaufman is unhappy with the school’s bussing 
policy, he should contact the Transportation Director of his school district and ask 
them to submit a request to him for review. He does note that the school districts 
only have so much funding for their districts and the State only reimburses 40% 
of the cost of bussing a child to school.  

Kevin Jauch, Superintendent of Avoca School District, said according to the 
Illinois School Code, there are schools that do not have to provide transportation 
at all and there are several school districts in the area including Avoca District 37.  
But, Avoca School District does provide free busing for children that live 1 ½ 
miles from the school and under 1 ½ miles they provide pay transportation which 
is $450 annually. He believes they are sensitive to the needs of the children and 
the community. 

Betsey Harootyan, 318 Latrobe, Northfield, said her children attend Avoca 
School.  She believes the intersection at Lake and Laramie is very dangerous to 
cross and would like to see safety improvements there.  

Lourdes Cornelius, 601 LaCrosse, noted the top five crash intersections are Lake 
Avenue and Skokie Boulevard, Lake Avenue and Laramie Avenue, Glenview 
Road and Skokie Boulevard, Hibbard Road and Lake Avenue, Hibbard Road and 
Skokie Boulevard. She said that there were two pedestrians hit by cars over the 
past summer.  She does not believe there are enough signs for school crossings 
on Lake Avenue for Avoca Schools and she has been asking for three years. 
She would like to see more school signage on Lake Avenue from Laramie to 
Sherwood. She would also like to see a traffic signal at Lake Avenue and 
Sherwood. She said the subject of the Avoca West/ West Park connection has 
been discussed for over a year and it has been said that it is difficult to do as it 
involves ComEd and the Union Pacific Railroad.  She asked if Ms. Berger had 
called either of those entities. 

Ms. Berger said staff has not contacted either of those entities regarding the 
Avoca West/West Park connection for the schools as they do not have a policy or 
Village Board direction to move forward for that project.  The project would 
require significant Intergovernmental cooperation between Glenview, the School 
District and the Village of Wilmette. 

Trustee Krueger said previously the Village of Wilmette has tried to work with 
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many other municipalities to have the current Skokie Valley Trail installed near 
the West Park area but it has been an extraordinarily difficult process as the 
Village does not own the land. 

Trustee Wolf noted that the Village of Wilmette and other municipalities worked 
together to try to apply for a grant for a bike path on that trail. Unfortunately, they 
were not successful in obtaining the grant. 

Ms. Berger said they have spent 10 years chasing Phase I money to complete a 
feasibility study for that trail. 

Ms. Cornelius asked where the additional signage was placed for the schools. 

Russ Jensen, Village Engineer, said they placed additional and replacement 
signage on Illinois Road between Skokie Boulevard and Hibbard Road to reflect 
the new current standards. 

Ms. Cornelius asked why Hibbard Road did not have additional signage. 

Mr. Jensen said they have to look at the whole process of a street and sidewalks 
before adding signage. 

Trustee Krueger said until the whole process has been discussed and a decision 
has been made, they will not move ahead with the placement of additional 
signage. 

Ms. Berger said it is not the quantity of signs that make a road safer, it is the 
meaning of the signs. Before signage is installed on a street, she will discuss with 
the Police Chief why the signage is needed, what is the problem they are trying 
to solve and how is that sign going to solve the problem. 

Ms. Cornelius said when the intersection of Skokie Boulevard and Hibbard Road 
improvements were previously discussed, they had asked that one house on 
Hibbard Road address the problem of shrubbery growing over the sidewalk area. 

Mary Patel, 3239 Sprucewood, said Ms. Cornelius covered many of the concerns 
that she had.  She said she has safety concerns regarding the Skokie Boulevard 
and Illinois Road intersection. 

Trustee Krueger said there are no sidewalks in that area and wondered why 
people would be walking in that area. 

Colleen Rosenthal, 10 Longmeadow Rd, Winnetka, said she has a son that goes 
to Avoca School. Her concern is that biking and walking to school and Edens 
Plaza is too dangerous in that area.  

Trustee Krueger noted there is a sidewalk on the west side of Hibbard that 
continues north into Winnetka.  He also noted that there is a four-way stop at 
Illinois and Hibbard and asked why pedestrians do not cross there.  He asked if a 
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crossing guard would help at that intersection. 

Ms. Patel said a crossing guard at that intersection would be great and it would 
encourage more people to walk in that area. 

Ms. Berger said IDOT just completed a Phase I Study of the Illinois and Hibbard 
Road intersection and their options were a traffic signal or a round-about. She 
noted that the Police Department has a policy regarding crossing guards and she 
will check into that regarding the Illinois and Hibbard Road intersection. 

Rachel Goodman, 3501 Riverside Drive, said she can confirm that Ms. Berger 
has been working on the Skokie Valley Trail for at least 10 years as she started 
working with Ms. Berger for a sidewalk when she first moved into the area 10 
years ago. There is still no improvement on Frontage Road as it is a County 
Road so there is no safe passage to walk or ride a bike to the schools in the area 
and they were not able to secure a grant for the Skokie Valley trail 
improvements. 

Matt Coatar, 1323 Sherwood, Glenview, said he is interested in an action plan 
after a study is done. He said anything the Village can do to keep things moving 
forward would be in everyone’s interest. 

Brian Miller, Chief of Staff for Cook County Commissioner Larry Suffredin, said 
many of the roads discussed this evening are County roads. 

Jill Hayes said she is with the Transportation Department of Cook County and 
has been taking notes of the roads and intersections being discussed this 
evening. 

Mr. Miller and Ms. Hayes said Cook County is working with Ms. Berger and the 
Village of Wilmette regarding improvements on Cook County Roads. The Village, 
County and State are all working and participating in future road improvements 
which will include multi-use paths and sidewalks. 

Trustee Krueger thanked the residents, neighbors, County, State and School 
representatives for coming out this evening and noted the process is ongoing. 

Trustee Wolf also thanked everyone for attending the meeting and said the 
process does take time and funding.  She also noted that the Village does have a 
Complete Streets policy so we do consider multi-use anytime we are thinking of 
street construction in the Village. 

Trustee Sullivan thanked everyone for their comments and discussion and the 
Village will continue to work with the schools, County and State regarding the 
process. 

IV.      REVIEW OF DRAFT POLICY FOR REQUESTING NEW SIDEWALK. 

 Russ Jensen, Village Engineer, said the Village currently has policies for 
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 residents requesting traffic calming as well as street lighting.  There is not, 
 however, an approved policy for requesting new public sidewalk.  Mr. Jensen 
 reviewed the steps of the draft policy that staff has proposed: 

 Step 1:   Requests for new public sidewalk can be initiated with a letter to the 
   Village Engineer.  The requester does not have to reside on the  
   block in which the new sidewalk is proposed. The letter should  
   include the limits of the new sidewalk.  

 Step: 2   Village staff will send a letter to the stakeholders within the block of  
   the proposed sidewalk and inform them a request for new   
   has been received.  “Stakeholders” is defined as any property with  
   a front, side or rear yard directly adjacent (not “across” street if  
   proposed on one side only) to a proposed new or relocated   
   sidewalk. 

 Step 3: Village staff will perform a conceptual feasibility review of   
   alignment, drainage, ADA compliance, conflicts with existing   
   utilities, impact to existing vegetation, cost estimate and permit  
   jurisdiction. 

 Step 4: Village staff will send, by certified mail, a survey ballot to the   
   stakeholders.  The survey will included an aerial drawing of the  
   proposed location of the sidewalk. 

 Step 5: If 67-percent of the stakeholders are in favor of the proposed  
   sidewalk, staff will place the request on the Municipal Services   
   Committee (MSC) agenda to discuss finding options. All   
   stakeholders and the petitioner(s) will be notified of the ballot  
   results and MSC meeting date (if agenda is scheduled).  If the  
   ballot is less than 67 percent, a four year moratorium for future  
   petitions will be imposed effective from the ballot due date. 

 Trustee Wolf asked if the 67 percent would be the number of residents on the 
 block or the number of residents who responded to the letter.  

 Mr. Jensen said staff would like to have two thirds of the number of residents on 
 the block supporting the sidewalk. 

 Trustee Wolf said she believes getting residents to respond may be a challenge. 

 Mr. Jensen said that is why they decided to send the letters going to residents 
 certified.  They would like to try and give all the residents an opportunity to be 
 involved. 

 Trustee Krueger said he believes the proposed policy is consistent with other 
 policies we currently have in place. 
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 Trustee Sullivan asked how staff determined the four year moratorium for future 
 petitions regarding sidewalks in the draft policy. 

 Mr. Jensen said four years is the number they have used in other policies and 
 believe it is a reasonable amount of time but staff is open to other time limit 
 suggestions. 

 Trustee Wolf asked what the next step would be if the Committee agreed to 
 move forward with the proposed policy. 

 Ms. Berger said the proposed policy would be presented to the Village Board  
 formal approval. 

 Trustee Krueger asked if there was anyone present to comment on the proposed 
 sidewalk policy. 

 Lourdes Cornelius, 601 LaCrosse, said the proposed policy seems similar to 
 Glenview’s sidewalk policy. She said if there is only one request per household 
 and the husband and wife disagree on the sidewalk issue, how would you 
 resolve that issue. 

 Trustee Krueger said the issue is regarding property rights and we do not want to 
 over complicate the process. 

 Ms. Cornelius asked how staff arrived at 67 percent and why. 

 Mr. Jensen said he believed there should be a super majority of the residents in 
 favor of the change for positive support of the project. 

 Ms. Cornelius asked why an easement needs to be taken into consideration for 
 a project as sometimes what a super majority of residents want is not always 
 good for the general public in terms of sidewalk installation. 

 Mary Patel, 3239 Sprucewood Lane, said she would recommend keeping the 
 letters and vote anonymous as sometimes a large group of residents with 
 differing opinions can get quite unpleasant. 

 Trustee Krueger asked if there was anything in the proposed policy that 
 addressed multi-blocks. 

 Ms. Berger said staff would require continuity of sidewalk placement so it would 
 be on one side of the street. 

 Mr. Jensen said if more than one block is involved, they would try to work on a 
 block to block basis.  He said funding of the process will always have to go 
 through a public hearing. 

 Trustee Sullivan said if the letters are sent out by certified mail and sent back to 
 the Village, would the votes remain anonymous. 
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 Mr. Jensen said resident votes would remain anonymous except for the number 
 of collective votes regarding yes or no for the proposed sidewalk. 

 The Committee asked staff to proceed with drafting the formal policy to present 
 to the Village Board. 

V.  REVIEW OF THE OVERLAID BRICK STREET POLICY. 

  Mr. Jensen reviewed the policy on brick streets noting that the initial cost to  
  install brick streets is considerably more costly than asphalt resurfacing.  Based  
  on the 2015 bids, the cost to reconstruct the final section of 15th Street in brick is  
  approximately $33/square foot compared to a cost of $8/square foot to grind and  
  resurface the existing asphalt surface. Over the life of the pavement, however,  
  brick streets are more economical in that they require less maintenance than  
  asphalt.   

  Given the difficult decisions related to funding the road program moving forward,  
  staff requests the Committee revisit the discussion about the budget implications 
  of continuing this policy. It should be noted that the Municipal Services   
  Committee reviewed and endorsed the existing policy in 2012. 

  Trustee Wolf said she believes that since we completed 15th Street from Lake  
  Avenue to Forest Avenue, it would make sense to go ahead with bricks on the  
  last section on 15th Street. She asked if the prices for brick streets might   
  moderate in the future. 

  Ms. Berger said she hoped that the prices for brick streets might come down in  
  2016. 

  Trustee Wolf said she knows that the Village applied for an Historic Renovation  
  Grant for Forest Avenue and they did not receive it so she does not have any  
  idea how they would budget for that. 

  Trustee Krueger it was a goal of the Village Board in 2012 to redo brick streets 
  one block a year as part of the Road Program. 

Ms. Berger noted that the total cost to reconstruct asphalt overlaid brick streets is 
$14 million. 

  Trustee Wolf noted that parts of Forest Avenue are in bad shape and that is the  
  frustrating part because if you go ahead with resurfacing, which would last  
  awhile, then that puts the street out of running for a brick redo. 

  Trustee Krueger asked if there was anyone present to address the issue. 

  Janet Mckevitt, 1003 Forest Avenue, said her street is in disrepair and she would 
  like to see the brick street restored. She said almost everyone on the street  
  signed a petition in favor of redoing the brick street.  
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Ms. Clabby, 610 Forest, said her block is a disaster and needs repair.  She 
asked if some of the money allotted for alleys could be directed to street repair as 
she believes streets are a priority. 

  Trustee Krueger asked if residents on Forest Avenue would be interested in  
  contributing to the cost difference between a brick versus an asphalt   
  reconstruction of the street. 

  Ms. Mckevitt said there may be some residents who would contribute to brick  
  restoration. 

  Patricia Harrison, 811 Forest Avenue, said from 8th to 9th Street on Forest   
  Avenue is the worst she has even seen.  She believes the trucks on the street for 
  new home construction have caused some of the road problems. 

  Trustee Krueger noted that the 2016 Budget includes raising the fees of new  
  construction to contribute to the Road Program. 

Ms. Berger noted in response to Ms. Klavey’s earlier question about the alley 
program, they repair a few alleys per year.  The Village approached the 
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District (MWRD) this year to discuss a green 
alley program.  The MWRD was very interested in the green alley program and 
gave the Village $130,000 in combination with Village  funds to help build the 
alleys.  She noted that they applied for grants for brick streets but have not been 
successful.  

  Trustee Krueger asked what type of direction is staff recommending. 

  Ms. Berger said Forest Avenue at Sheridan Road is up on the Road Program  
  next and asked if they should reconstruct with the bricks or do they change the  
  street to asphalt. She also noted that this street may be delayed until 2016. 

  Trustee Sullivan asked if the brick street would be less costly in 2016. 

  Mr. Jensen said in general the cost of the brick renovation is 3 ½ to 4 times the  
  cost of an asphalt street due to the labor and a small contractor pool.  They could 
  do 3 asphalt street renovations compared to one brick street renovation and due  
  to budget constraints, this becomes a struggle for staff. 

  Trustee Sullivan said the committee does have to answer the question regarding  
  how to find the money and if they can find additional money, will it be at the  
  sacrifice of the brick street program.  He believes that should be a question for  
  residents. 

 Trustee Krueger said he believes they should leave the current brick street policy 
 in place because the Village Board will make budget decisions, the alternative 
 would be to pave over the brick streets. 

 Trustee Wolf asked if it is possible to patch the brick street on Forest Avenue. 
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Ms. Berger said Public Works will perform interim maintenance on Forest as 
necessary.   

 The Committee’s consensus was to leave the brick street policy in place and let 
 the Village Board review it in upcoming budget discussions. 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT  

There was no new public comment. 

VII. OLD BUSINESS 

 No Report. 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 

Trustee Krueger asked for a motion to adjourn.  Trustee Wolf moved to adjourn 
the meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee Sullivan. No further 
discussion occurred on the motion.  Voting yes:  Trustee Krueger, Trustee 
Sullivan and Trustee Wolf.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

The meeting was thereafter adjourned.   

Minutes Respectfully Prepared by Barbara Hirsch. 

 

 

 

 

 



 
  
 
 Engineering and Public Works   (847) 853-7500 
 Department Fax (847) 853-7705 

 
MEETING DATE: April 5, 2016 
 
TO:   Municipal Services Committee  
 
FROM:  Brigitte Berger, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works  
   Russ Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer 
   
SUBJECT:    Sign Policy    
 
Recommended Motion  
 
Move to approve the draft sign policy and recommend full Village Board adoption at a future 
Village Board Meeting.    
 
Background 
 
Prior to the effort to reduce signs, the Village had nearly 9,000 signs across the Village.  
The majority of the posted signs are related to parking regulations.  Village staff is 
striving to abate sign proliferation and is cautious when authorizing the installation of 
new signs.  The following chart shows the trend of new installations versus signs 
removed the last five years.  

Year # Signs Removed # New Signs 

2011 30 20 

2012 41 49 

2013 34 15 

2014 767 86 

2015 684 12 

2016 (to date) 139 3 

Total 1695 185 



 

Discussion 

The attached policy formalizes the current strategy used by Village staff when 
determining whether or not a new sign is warranted.  The federally adopted Manual of 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) is staff’s guiding document when signing 
regulatory traffic control devices such as stop and parking signs.  All other signs are 
considered discretionary and will only be approved if the following five basic 
requirements are met: 

1. Fulfill a need; 
2. Command attention; 
3. Convey a clear, simple meaning; 
4. Command respect from road users; and 
5. Give adequate time for proper response. 
 
Single-purpose signs (draft policy Section 3.6) that have limited application are being 
removed across the Village and are no longer installed upon request.  The most 
prevalent single-purpose signs are those that establish no parking to accommodate 
driveways entering a narrow street.  In most cases, these signs are unnecessary and 
there for the resident’s convenience.     
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Village of Wilmette      Policies & Procedures 
 

 
Policy Topic:  Signage- DRAFT 
 
Effective Date: TBD 
 
 
1.0 Policy Statement 
 
The Village utilizes the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), the 
Village Code and previously established policies for the construction and placement of 
signage. The following policy shall be considered a Supplement to these sources.   
 
Signage has a large impact on the appearance of the Wilmette streetscape and proper use 
of signs is vital to their effectiveness in terms of guiding or regulating. Over-provision of 
signs can have a detrimental impact on the environment and can dilute more important 
messages if they result in information overload for drivers, bikers or pedestrians. 
 
To be effective, a traffic control device should meet five basic requirements: 
1. Fulfill a need; 
2. Command attention; 
3. Convey a clear, simple meaning; 
4. Command respect from road users; and 
5. Give adequate time for proper response. 
 
2.0 Purpose  
 
The purpose of this policy is to balance the need to give clear guidance to drivers and to 
meet legal requirements with sensitivity to the streetscape by reducing and/or limiting 
sign pollution.  
 
3.0 Procedures 
 
In reviewing new and existing signage, the following procedures shall be utilized to 
ensure a consistent and pragmatic approach to signage that ensures the sign or amount of 
signs are necessary for the safe use of the street, and to identify those which are 
redundant, too large for their location, give confusing/contradictory messages, or can be 
combined with other signs. 
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 3.1 Regulatory and Warning Signs 
 
 Regulatory signs shall be used to inform road users of selected traffic laws 
 or regulations and indicate the applicability of the legal requirements. 
 
 Warning signs call attention to unexpected conditions on or adjacent to a  street 
 and to situations that might not be readily apparent to road users. Warning signs 
 alert road users to conditions that might call for a reduction  of speed or an action 
 in the interest of safety and efficient traffic operations. 
 

The use of regulatory and warning signs shall be based on an engineering study or 
engineering judgment. The use of warning signs shall be kept to a minimum as 
the unnecessary use of warning signs tends to breed disrespect for all signs. 

 
 Regulatory and warning signs shall meet MUTCD warrants and the five basic 
 requirements.  New signage should also be sympathetic to the environment.  
 When the MUTCD designates signs as optional, it shall be the Village’s policy 
 that such signage is only installed following an engineering study that determines 
 sufficient conditions exist such that signage is in the interest of public safety. 
 
 3.2 Local Directional Signs 
 

The majority of local signing is unnecessary and shall not be installed without the 
approval of the Village Engineer.  Regular visitors and Wilmette residents know 
where facilities such as schools, churches and libraries are located. Tourist signs 
shall only be provided for major destinations and not for facilities used primarily 
by local residents. 

 
 3.3 Speed Limit Signs 
 

Speed limit signs indicating the statutory speed limit of the majority of Village 
streets (25 MPH) shall be installed at the Village’s jurisdictional boundaries. Such 
signage shall also state “Unless Otherwise Posted”.  

 
Streets with a speed limit greater or less than 25 MPH shall be marked as such at 
the point of change from 25 MPH to the new speed limit. 

 
 3.4 Size 
 

The size of signs shall be in accordance with MUTCD regulations. In all cases, 
the Village shall select the smallest permitted sign, unless otherwise 
recommended by the Village Engineer. 
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 3.5 Placement/Location of Signs 
 

Every effort shall be made to limit the number of duplicative/repeater signs placed 
on each Village block. Where allowed by MUTCD, signs shall be consolidated on 
a single pole to reduce visual clutter.   

 
3.6 Single-purpose Signage 
 

 Requests for single-purpose signs that have limited application are not 
 consistent with MUTCD or the provisions of this policy.  Such requests shall be 
 made in writing to the Village Engineer for review.  If denied by the Village  
 Engineer, an appeal for single-purpose signs may be made in writing to the 
 Village Manager.           
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MEETING DATE: April 5, 2016 
 
TO:   Municipal Services Committee  
 
FROM:  Brigitte Berger, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works  
   Russ Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer 
   
SUBJECT:    Valet Parking Policy    
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION  
 
Move to approve the draft valet parking ordinance and recommend full Village Board 
adoption at a future Village Board Meeting.    
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Recently, Village staff received requests from business owners to allow for the operation 
of valet parking in the Village Center.  The current Village Code does not specifically 
permit or prohibit valet parking operations, nor does the Village have a procedure 
establishing parameters for valet parking.  The purpose of this policy is to outline the 
procedure for operating valet parking licenses.      
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Following is an outline of the process for obtaining a valet parking license: 
 

1. An application for valet parking license shall be filed with the Village Engineer. The 
application will include contact information about the operator, business 
establishment served, copies of their Illinois and Wilmette business licenses, 
general description of the proposed operation including identification of the loading 
zone, hours of operation, location of vehicle storage and proof of insurance. 
 

2. Valet parking licenses will be allowed only in the Village Center. 
. 

3. Licenses will be issued by the Department of Engineering and Public Works for a 
$100 annual fee.   
 



4. The Village Manager may, in his/her sole discretion, revoke or move a loading 
zone at any time if it is determined that the loading zone, or its location, has 
increased traffic congestion or traffic hazards in the public streets, or otherwise 
has impaired the public health, safety or welfare. 

 
5. A business or operator may temporarily store customers' motor vehicles on private 

nonresidential property only pursuant to a written lease or agreement. 
 

6. No vehicle shall be parked by a valet parking attendant on any public street.  
 

7. Operators may temporarily store customers' motor vehicles in municipal parking 
lots in the Village Center provided parked vehicles do not exceed the posted time 
restrictions or lot capacity.  
  

8. Motor vehicles accepted for valet parking shall not be parked on public streets or 
rights-of-way nor in private parking lots which have not been specifically approved 
for valet parking operations in the valet parking permit. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Draft Valet Parking Ordinance Outline   
2. Draft Valet Parking Application 
3. Draft Valet Parking License 

 



 

Valet Parking Ordinance  

DRAFT 

03-22-16 

 

Valet Parking Services 

Section 1.  Definitions. 

Business. A business located within the Central Business District which makes valet 
parking services available to its customers. 
 
Customer. Any person granting temporary custody of a motor vehicle to a valet parking 
operator for the purpose of valet parking. 
 
Valet Loading Zone. A location which has been approved by the Village and designated 
as an area for pick up and discharge for valet parking.  
 
Valet Parking Operator. A corporation, partnership, business association, or other 
organizational entity who, through its agents and employees, provides valet parking 
services in the Central Business District. 
 
Valet Parking Services. A service provided to customers by which an attendant on behalf 
of a business establishment takes temporary custody of the customer’s vehicle and 
moves, parks, stores or retrieves the vehicle for the customer’s convenience. 
 

Section 2.  Application for license. 

It shall be unlawful for any person to offer or provide valet parking services in the 
Village without a valid valet parking license issued in accordance with this section.   
 

1. An application for a valet parking license shall be filed with the Village by the 
operator or business on a form supplied by the Village and shall include: 

 
a) The operator's company name and license holder, address, and telephone 

numbers. 
b) The operator's State of Illinois business license number. 
c) The operator's Village of Wilmette business license number. 
d) The business name, address and telephone numbers, and the name of the 

local manager for the business. 
e) Narrative description of the valet parking services proposed including the 

size and location of the designated loading zone, where vehicles will be 
parked, hours of operation for the valet service, proposed signage, number 
of valet parking attendants and any other pertinent information.     



 

f) Copies of any leases or other written agreements pursuant to which a 
business or operator is authorized to use real property which it does not 
own for the temporary storage of customers' vehicles. 

g) If a valet parking operation will be performed for the business by a 
separate operator, a copy of a fully executed contract between the business 
and the operator. 

h) The operator's insurance company name, address, telephone number, 
amount of coverage and effective dates of the policy. Proof of the 
operator's insurance for protection from claims under the workers' 
compensation act and claims for bodily injury including personal injury 
and death, sickness or disease or death of any and all employees or of any 
person other than such employees, and from claims or damages because of 
injury to or destruction of property including loss of use resulting 
therefrom which may arise from the valet parking operation in the 
required amounts. IRMA LANGUAGE 

i) Consent of the business owner of the principal use to which the valet 
parking service will be accessory, if such owner is different from the 
applicant  

j) In addition to the foregoing information, such application shall contain 
additional information as the Village may require.   
 

2) No valet parking license shall be issued to an applicant whose license issued under this 
section has been revoked for cause; or to an applicant who does not have the consent of the 
owner of the principal use to which the valet parking services will be accessory, if such 
owner is different from the applicant; or for premises which are not owned or leased by such 
owner, which lease is for the full period for which the license is to be issued; or for premises 
located in a zoning district in which valet parking services are not an authorized use. 
 

3) No valet parking license shall be issued without an indemnification and waiver agreement 
signed by the applicant promising to hold harmless and defend the Village or any of its 
agents, officials, and employees from and against any property damage, personal injury or 
death that may result from granting the license or from the valet parking operation. IRMA 
LANGUAGE 
 

4) Issuance of license.  Upon proper application and payment of the license fee, the Village 
Engineer will issue the license.  Such license may contain conditions and limitations as are 
necessary to promote safe and sound passenger loading and unloading, vehicle transfer, and 
traffic movement, as may be determined by the Village. The Village may require loading 
zones to be shared by one or more license holders. 
 

5) License fees.  The annual fee for a license required by this section shall be as established in 
the annual fee ordinance for each licensed location.  The license fee shall be paid at the time 
of application.  The fee for the license shall be nonrefundable and there shall be no prorating 
of fees if a license is revoked or suspended.   
 

6) Term of license:  Each license shall remain in effect for a one year term. 



 

 
7) Revocation:  Any license issued under this section may be suspended or revoked, or an 

application for issuance or renewal of a license required by this section may be refused by the 
Village Manager if it is determined that: 

a. The application of the applicant or license holder contains any false, fraudulent or 
misleading statements; or 

b. The applicant or license holder has conducted any activities directly related to the 
licensed activity in an unlawful manner or in such manner as to constitute a 
breach of the peace or menace to the health, safety or general welfare of the 
public; or 

c. The applicant or license holder has violated any of the provisions of this section 
or of any other code, ordinance, resolution, rule or regulation of the Village; or   

d. The valet parking services are no longer necessary.      
 

8) Location Restrictions.  A license issued under this section shall license the operations of a 
valet parking service only at the premises described in the application and license.  Such 
location may be changed only upon review and approval of the Village Engineer and with the 
issuance of an amended license.    
 

9) Transfer restrictions.  A license issued under this section is not transferrable.  
 

10) Valet Loading Zones.  Any valet loading zone on a public right-of-way in conjunction with a 
valet parking operation within the Village shall be approved by the Village Engineer, or his 
or her designee, and shall be conducted in accordance with the requirements of this section: 
 

a) All such loading shall take place in a driveway or private parking lot; or in the 
approved "authorized valet loading zone".  

 
b) An approved valet parking loading zone shall be the on the street area immediately 

adjacent to the curb, or in the location as designated in an approved valet parking 
license. No valet loading zone shall be effective unless and until the designation is 
approved. 

 
c) The loading and unloading operation shall not obstruct through traffic at any time. 

 
d) All vehicles accepted for valet parking shall be immediately removed from the 

loading zone to the storage area specified in the valet parking license. 
 

e) The Village Manager may, in his/her sole discretion, revoke or move a loading zone 
at any time if it is determined that the loading zone, or its location, has increased 
traffic congestion or traffic hazards in the public streets, or otherwise has impaired the 
public health, safety or welfare. 

 

 
 
  



 

11) Specified Storage Areas for Valet Parking Operations   
 
a) A business or operator may temporarily store customers' motor vehicles on private 

nonresidential property only pursuant to a written lease or agreement. 
b) No vehicle shall be parked by a valet parking attendant on any public street.   
c) Operators may temporarily store customers' motor vehicles in municipal parking lots in 

the Village Center provided parked vehicles do not exceed the posted time restrictions.   
d) Motor vehicles accepted for valet parking shall not be parked on public streets or rights 

of way nor in private parking lots which have not been specifically approved for valet 
parking operations in the valet parking license. 

 

12) Signage.  Except as otherwise provided in this section, all signage shall comply with the 
Village’s sign regulations.  One, two-sided, folding “sandwich” sign shall be licensed on 
public property.  The message on such sign shall be limited to (1) the name of the business to 
which the service is accessory, (2) the words “valet parking,” and (3) the cost, if any, for the 
service.  Such sign shall be temporary and shall be free-standing and not affixed to any tree, 
pole or other structure.  Such sign may be located on the public sidewalk at the curb line or 
within the designated loading zone space, but no further than three (3) feet from the curb.    

 
13) General Prohibitions and Penalties. 
  

a) No person may park any vehicle in any manner which violates the provisions of this 
chapter or any other duly adopted parking regulation. 

 
b) In conducting a valet parking operation: 

a. no person may obstruct the normal flow of traffic or block or occupy a "no 
parking zone"; 

b. no person shall provide valet parking at a location not authorized by the 
Village; 

c. no person shall park the customer’s vehicles on a public street or other 
unauthorized parking zone; 

d. no person shall place signs, cones, or any other object in a traffic lane that 
would obstruct traffic or hinder movement; 

e. no person shall allow vehicles to remain in the authorized valet loading 
zone longer than fifteen (15) minutes; and 

 
14) Penalties.  Failure to comply with any of the provisions of this section may subject a license 

holder to a revocation, suspension or non-renewal of the valet parking license. A valet 
parking license may be revoked by the Village Manager for cause, at any time. Evidence that 
the licensee has violated any ordinance relating to the license, the subject matter of the 
license, or the premises occupied, shall constitute sufficient cause for revocation. Notice of 
the revocation shall be served on the licensee, personally or by certified mail, at the address 
stated in the license application. Within seven (7) days of the date of the notice of revocation, 
the licensee may request an informal hearing before the Village Manager, and at that time, 
may present evidence showing that the license should not be revoked. The Village Manager 
shall then affirm or vacate the revocation. 



 

 
15)  Liability.  The Village assumes no liability for any aspect of a valet parking operation or for 

the failure or neglect of any person associated with such an operation.  



 
 
 

APPLICATION FOR VALET PARKING LICENSE 
 

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE        DATE:______________________ 
ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS  
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE        FEE: $100.00 
WILMETTE, IL 60091 
847.251.2700       
 
Company Name of Operator License Holder_____________________________________________ 
 
Name of Operator License Holder______________________________________________________ 
 
Operator Business Address__________________________________________________________ 
 
City/State/Zip______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Telephone Numbers  Business_____________________ Cell_______________________ 
 
State of Illinois Business License Number_______________________________________________ 
 
Wilmette Business License Number____________________________________________________ 
 
Name of Business Establishment Served________________________________________________ 
 
Address of Business Served__________________________________________________________ 
 
Name of Local Manager for the Business________________________________________________ 
 
Telephone Numbers of Business Served       Business_______________ Cell__________________ 
 
Are you the property owner? YES_______, NO_______ If no, you must obtain written consent of the 
property owner. Please complete the attached form and submit with this application. 
 
A copy of the Valet Parking regulations, Section 13-XX of the Wilmette Village Code, is attached to 
this application. Please read carefully. 
 
Please submit the following information in addition to this application: 
 

1. A narrative description of the business utilizing valet parking services. Identify where vehicles 
will be picked up (i.e., front door of business, curb, etc.), where vehicles will be parked, hours 
of operation for the valet parking service, proposed signage, number of valet parking 
attendants and any other pertinent information. 



 
 

2. Written consent from the property owner per the attached form, if necessary. 
 

3. Written consent from all private property owners where vehicles may be parked by valet 
service parking attendants. 
 

4. A certificate of comprehensive general liability insurance in the amount of $1,000,000. GET 
LANGUAGE FROM IRMA The certificate shall name the Village of Wilmette as additionally 
insured, and shall provide that such insurance shall not be canceled or otherwise terminated 
without written notice to the Village not less than 30 days in advance of such cancellation or 
termination. 

 
PLEASE NOTE: Each license issued shall be issued for a period expiring one year from the date of 
issuance.   
 ______________________________________ 
 Applicant signature 

 
______________________________________ 
Applicant printed name  
 

 
 

This application must be in complete form before it will be accepted by the Village. 



 
          

 
 
 
 

 
License:   #16-XX 
 
Date of Issuance:  X-XX-XX 
 
Date of Expiration: X-XX-XX  
(12 months from issuance unless discontinued or otherwise repealed.) 
     
A license is hereby granted to NAME for the purpose of operating a valet parking services as identified in 
the application for license.  The license is exclusively for valet services at BUSINESS NAME at 
BUSINESS ADDRESS.  The following conditions are placed up on the license:   
     

1. Loading Zone Location: DESCRIPTION   
2. Parking Location:  DESCRIPTION  
3. Signage/Key-box:  One A-frame sign and a key-box are permitted.  Sign and key box must be 

placed inside when the service is not in use.  The design and permitted locations of such is 
indicated in the attached exhibits.  Sidewalk passage shall not be obstructed by the placement of 
such signs or box. 

4. Review of License:  Village Staff shall review their satisfaction of the service and parking 
locations together with the applicant after a six month trial (X-XX-XX).  Village reserves the 
right to revise parking locations prior to close of trial period if deemed necessary. 

5. Insurance:  Insurance reflecting Village requirements shall be maintained during the term of the 
license and the Village shall be notified of any changes.   

 
This license shall expire on the date set forth above.  License holder shall adhere to provisions of Sec. 
XX-XX) of the Village Code. 
 
A duplicate copy of this license shall be maintained at the vehicle loading zone location. 
 
 
ISSUED BY THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, COUNTY OF COOK, ILLINOIS 
 
 
 
Russ Jensen, Village Engineer   

VALET PARKING LICENSE 

 



 

 

  
 
 Engineering and Public Works   (847) 853-7500 
 Department Fax (847) 853-7705 

 
 
MEETING DATE: April 5, 2016 
 
TO:   Municipal Services Committee  
 
FROM:  Brigitte Berger, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works  
   Russ Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer 
   
SUBJECT:    Separate Storm Sewer System Study   
 
Recommendation 
 
Committee review and discussion of the following information related to the separate storm 
sewer study:   
  

1. Detailed schedule and implementation plan for Alternatives 1 (Relief Storm Sewer) 
and 2.2 (Centralized Stormwater Storage at Community Playfield--- Above-Ground 
Only)   
 

2. Detailed Cost / Benefit Analysis for Alternatives 1 and 2.2 
 

3. Funding Options 
   

Background 
 
In 2014, the Village hired a consultant to conduct a review of the separate storm sewer 
system, located west of Ridge Road.  The study considered the following three system 
components:  

• Trunk (large diameter) and lateral (small diameter) sewers that collect and convey 
the stormwater;  

• Stormwater pump station on Lake Avenue;    
• Two outfall pipes that discharge the stormwater from the pump station to the North 

Branch of the Chicago River.      
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The goal of the study was to determine the location of critical “bottlenecks” within the 
system and identify projects that would improve capacity, thereby reducing overland 
flooding.  The identified performance standard recommended by the Municipal Services 
Committee was to keep ponding below street level for the 10-year storm event.        
 
The limiting factor in the system was determined to be the capacity of the existing storm 
sewers to convey the stormwater to the pump station in an efficient manner.  A summary 
of residential structures impacted by flooding is provided in Table 1. 
 
Return Storm Interval Number of Structures Impacted1 
10-year 120 
25-year 280 
50-year 480 
100-year 700 

Table 1.  Summary of structures impacted by flooding     
1   Structures are considered “impacted” if water reaches within 1-foot of the highest lot elevation.    
 
Two projects were identified that meet the performance standard of keeping flood levels 
below street level for the 10-year storm event.        

 
• Alternative 1 includes building a relief storm sewer system to collect and convey 

excess storm flows to the stormwater pump station.  This alternative includes 
installing 42,000 feet of new trunk and lateral sewers.  The cost of this alternative 
is estimated to be $77 million1.  

 
• Alternative 2.2 includes building above-ground storage at Community Playfield.  

The bottom of the basin would be dry and suitable to replace athletic fields and 
stormwater management areas currently located within the basin footprint.  Large 
Reinforced Concrete Box Culverts (RCBC’s) under Locust Road will provide 
conveyance to and from the centralized storage basin by gravity.  The RCBCs 
would extend from Lake Avenue and Wilmette Avenue into the storage basin.  The 
estimated construction cost is $55.0 million1. 
 
1 The estimated construction costs have been adjusted by 3% to reflect 2016 pricing.   
 

Other alternatives were considered, but they did not achieve the performance standard 
of keeping flood levels below street elevation for the 10-year storm event.   
   
At the September 24, 2015 Municipal Services Committee Meeting, staff was directed to 
prepare the following for Committee review:  
 

1. Detailed schedule and implementation plan for Alternatives 1 (Relief Storm 
Sewer) and 2.2 (Centralized Stormwater Storage at Community Playfield--- 
Above-Ground Only)   

2. Detailed Cost / Benefit Analysis for Alternatives 1 and 2.2 
3. Funding Options 
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Discussion     
 
Schedule and Implementation Plan:  Alternatives 1 and 2.2 
 
The following schedule is based on securing funding by January of 2017 and represents 
the earliest either Alternative 1 or 2.2 could be completed.  It should be noted that 
circumstances such as weather, third party utility conflicts, permitting and unforeseen 
right-of-way conditions could substantially add time to the schedule.          
 
Task     Start Date   Completion Date 
Consultant Selection  January 2017  March 2017 
Phase I Prelim Engineering  April 2017   September 2017 
Phase II Design   October 2017  May 2018 
Permitting     June 2018   September 2018 
Bidding/Award    October 2018  December 2018 
Construction 1   January 2019  March 2022    
    
1 Based on productivity of 13,000 feet of sewer installed per year.  
   
Phasing Plan for Alternative 1 
 
Alternative 1 consists of constructing 42,000 feet (8 miles) of new storm sewer.  While a 
detailed implementation plan will be developed during the Phase I study, Alternative 1 will 
generally be built from west to east.  The large diameter trunk sewers in close proximity 
to the stormwater pump station on Lake Avenue will be built first followed by the trunk 
sewers on Laramie Avenue, Washington Avenue and Wilmette Avenue.  Compared to 
Alternative 2.2, Alternative 1 has more flexibility relative to its implementation because 
the small tributary sewers can be built over a number of years.  The phasing plan for 
Alternative 1 is very comparable to the East Side Relief Sewer Project which was built 
over two decades.        
 
Staff recommends that the detailed implementation schedule for Alternative 1 be closely 
aligned with other capital projects such as watermain replacement and road 
reconstruction to maximize economies of scale and minimize resident inconvenience.    
 
Phasing Plan for Alternative 2.2 
 
Alternative 2.2 consists of building an above-ground storage reservoir at Community 
Playfield as well as installing over 32,000 feet of trunk and lateral storm sewer pipe.  This 
proposal has several implementation challenges because of the extensive coordination 
that would be required with the Wilmette Park District and School District 39.  A 
condensed construction schedule would be developed to ensure the existing operations 
of the field would be minimized as much as possible.  The project delivery method of 
“design-build” worked well at West Park for the expedited construction of the underground 
storage reservoir and could also work well for Alternative 2.2.       
 



4 
 

This plan requires the storage basin and accessory improvements within Community 
Playfield be installed as a first phase, followed by the tributary storm sewers.  Once the 
storage basin is completed the storm sewers can be phased in over a number of years 
similar to Alternative 1.      
 
Cost / Benefit Analysis 
 
One of the metrics used when analyzing the benefits of the West Park Sanitary Storage 
Project was the cost per home protected from a sewer backup.  Based on the hydraulic 
model of the sanitary sewer system, when operational, the West Park project will 
eliminate or reduce the severity of sewer backups for 1300 homes west of Romona Road.  
The cost v. homes benefited ratio is $14,152.   
 
Table 2 in the attachment shows a similar analysis of cost versus benefit of structure 
removed from the 100-year inundation area.  As Table 2 indicates, the cost versus benefit 
ratios for the project options range from $211,538 per dwelling removed from the 100-
year inundation zone to $406,250 per dwelling removed.  In comparative terms, the cost 
to protect homes from overland flooding is 15 to 28 times more than the West Park project 
which protects homes from basement sewer backups.    
 
To place these options (ranging from $55-$77 million) into historical context, over the past 
25 years, the Village has spent approximately $77 million on other sewer improvement 
projects Village-wide.   
 
Additional Benefits 
 
The following table provides a list of other benefits derived from a comprehensive 
separate storm sewer improvement project: 
  
Benefit Result 
Reduced street and intersection flooding Improved access for residents / first 

responders 
Reduced yard flooding Private landscaping is preserved / 

reduced basement seepage 
Reduced I/I caused by cross-infiltration 
between storm and sanitary system   

Fewer sanitary-sewer related backups  

Reduced home flooding  Increase in property values 
  
It should also be noted that both Alternatives 1 and 2.2 will reduce the street flooding 
depths for various storm events.  Table 3 below illustrates the greatest impact to flood 
depths is during the 10 and 25-year storm events.   
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Design Storm Street Flooding Depth (Min-Max feet) 
 Existing Condition  Alternative 1 Alternative 21 
10-year .3 to 2.2 0 0 
25-year .5 to 2.7 0 to 1.7 .1 to 1.8 
50-year .6 to 3.0 0 to 2.2 .5 to 2.3 
100-year .6 to 3.3 0 to 2.6 .6 to 2.7 

Table 3: “Capital Projects Benefits and Costs” January 28, 2015 CBBEL Presentation  
1 Flood depths for Alternative 2.2 are not available but are similar to Alternative 2.   
 
The financial benefits of reduced street and yard flooding is difficult to quantify because, 
in most cases, the existing level of ponding water is not significant enough to result in a 
definable loss to residential structures.     
 
Funding Options 
 
The only way to fund a $55 or $77 million sewer program is through a General Obligation 
Bond Issue. Assuming a 30-year term, a 4.0% interest rate and level debt service, the 
cost of a bond issuance is as follows: 
 

Total Cost of Proposed Improvements 
 $55 Million (Alt. 2.2) $77 Million (Alt. 1) 
Annual Debt Service $3,215,000 $4,500,000 
Interest  $40,825,000 $57,155,000 
Principal & Interest $96,375,000 $135,000,000 

 
 
 
Staff has identified three options to pay the debt service: 
 

• Residential sewer rate increase 
• Special service area 
• Village-wide stormwater utility tax 

 
Each of these options would have to generate $3.2 - $4.5 million annually to pay the debt 
service. 
 
Residential Sewer Rate Increase 
The Village’s sewer fee supports the entirety of $5.0 million sewer program’s annual 
expense, which includes operation and maintenance of the combined and separate sewer 
system as well as debt service for past sewer improvements. Debt service accounts for 
66%, or $3.3 million, of the total sewer fund expense.   
 
Due to Wilmette’s substantial investment in its sewer system over the past 20 years, the 
Village’s local sewer rate has historically been one of the highest in the region. The current 
sewer rate is $4.24 per 100 cubic feet, of which $2.75 is dedicated to debt service. The 
alternatives under consideration would increase the sewer rate as follows: 
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 $55 Million (Alt. 2.2) $77 Million (Alt. 1) 
Increase to Rate $2.75 $3.80 
Total Rate $6.99 $8.04 
Avg. Annual Impact of 
Increase to Homeowners 

$366.30 $506.16 

Total Cost over 30 Years $10,989 $15,185 
 
Special Service Area 
A Special Service Area (SSA) could be established by ordinance in order to pass on the 
cost of the storm sewer project to homeowners who reside within the SSA.  The SSA 
assessments pay off the bonds that are issued by the Village to pay for the infrastructure. 
A Special Service Area assessment is a tax lien on the property.  The assessment will be 
itemized on a homeowner’s property tax bill for a period of 30 years. To date, the Village 
has not paid for large investment infrastructure projects using SSA as a funding 
mechanism.   
 
Assuming that all homes west of Ridge Road would benefit from the project, and that 
approximately 60% of the 8,560 single-family homes in the Village are located west of 
Ridge Road, 5,190 homes would be impacted by an SSA as follows: 
 
 $55 Million (Alt. 2.2 ) $77 Million (Alt. 1) 
Annual Cost to Homeowner $620 $870 
Total Cost over 30 Years $18,600 $26,100 

 
 
Village-Wide Stormwater Utility Tax 
Many Villages are addressing stormwater deficiencies by implementing a stormwater 
utility tax or fee.  The fee is based on the concept that every property in a watershed 
contributes stormwater runoff and should support the operation, maintenance, and 
rehabilitation of stormwater drainage systems.  The amount of the fee is typically based 
on the impervious area of a property which is directly related to the amount of stormwater 
runoff a property contributes.   
 
For purposes of this analysis, we have assumed that all 8,560 residential properties and 
385 commercial properties in the Village would be charged the same stormwater utility 
rate. The impact to property owners is listed below. 
 
 $55 Million (Alt. 2.2) $77 Million (Alt. 1) 
Annual Cost to Property Owner $360 $505 
Total Cost over 30 Years $10,800 $15,150 



 

 

 
Separate Storm Sewer Study 

Summary of Project Options / Costs / Benefits 
Table 2 

 
Revised March 24, 2016 

 
 Village of Wilmette, Summary of 
Alternatives (100 Year Design Storm)1 

Alternative ID Total Cost    
(2016) 

Existing Number of 
Structures in 100-
year Inundation 
Area  

Number of Structures 
Removed from the 
100-year Inundation 
Area 

Number of 
Structures 
Remaining in the 
100-year 
Inundation Area 

Cost Per Structure 
Protected for 100-year 
Event 

Relief Storm Sewer System 1 $77M 700 330 370 $233,333  
Relief Storm Sewer System - Refined 1A $68M 700 270 430 $251,851  
Centralized Stormwater Storage at 
Community Playfield 

2 $72M 700 210 490 $342,857  

Centralized Stormwater Storage at 
Community Playfield – Refined 

2A $65M 700 160 540 $406,250  

Centralized Stormwater Storage at 
Community Playfield Above & Below 

2.1 $61M 700 285 415 $214,035  

Centralized Stormwater Storage at 
Community Playfield Above Only 

2.2 $55M 700 260 440 $211,538  

 
Table 2. Cost/Benefit 

Refined alternatives refer to reducing the 10-year HGL to the back of sidewalk or 6-8 inches in depth on the street and 
the Alternative ID includes an "A". 
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WATER MANAGEMENT (847) 853-7535 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7702

 
 
DATE:  March 29, 2016 
 
TO:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager  
   
FROM : Nabil Quafisheh, Director of Water Management 
 
SUBJECT:   Wilmette Water System Condition Assessment Study Results Discussion  
 
 
Recommendation 
Review of the water system study results by CDM Smith Inc. Based on the findings of this 
study, the following is recommended to MSC for approval: 
 

• Adoption of the new risk based assessment methodology for the prioritization of 
future Capital Improvements Projects (CIP) at the water plant. 

• Further investigation of cost and alternatives related to the water plant electrical 
improvements program phase I.  

 
 
Background 
On May 26, 2015, the VB approved a contract with CDM Smith in the amount of $136,209 
for engineering services associated with Water System Assessment Study. This study had 
two tasks: 
 
Task 1 – Condition assessment of water treatment and production 
 
The goal of this task is to perform a condition assessment of the water plant and provide 
risk assessment methodology to prioritize recommendations for future improvements. This 
study also had the goals of providing cost estimates for large asset replacement and help 
the Village develop short and long term plans for capital improvements. 
 
Task 2 – Distribution system study 
 
The primary goals of the water distribution study are to upgrade the hydraulic model to newer 
software, perform field tests on the distribution system and to recommend a water main 
replacement program based on need and criticality criteria. This task will provide cost 
estimates for the various projects in the recommended rehabilitation and replacement 
program. 
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At this time, MSC is not requested to review the results or the prioritization of the distribution 
system main replacement program (Task 2) as this program is slated to start in 2020 as an 
adopted goal by this committee.  
 
Discussion 
The Water Management Department wishes to establish a formal Asset Management Plan 
(AMP) for the water plant that would create strategies, recommend actions and quantify 
resources for future planning. The AMP would also mitigate the risk of failure of assets in 
the most cost-effective manner. In order to establish the AMP for the water plant, the water 
study completed the following: 
 

• Development of risk based assessment methodology to evaluate, prioritize and 
support project decision making. 

• Condition assessment of the major assets at the water plant that included site visits 
by the CDM Smith, data collection and review of historical maintenance records. This 
assessment included the following disciplines: structural, electrical, treatment 
process and instrumentation and controls. 

 
Assessment Methodology 
To ensure a standardized approach, the staff utilized the widely used concept in utilities 
assets management: risk based evaluation. Asset risk is the vulnerability probability that 
an asset would have a consequence related to its failure to meet prescribed level of service 
goals. Asset risk is comprised of two components: Condition of the asset and Criticality of 
the asset. 
 
The condition of an asset would provide the probability or likelihood of its failure. A condition 
score on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being the best condition and 5 being the worst condition 
was used based on the criteria described in the table below. 

Table 1 - Condition Rating Evaluation Methodology 
 

Condition 
Rating 

 
Description Probability 

of Failure 
Anticipated 
Useful Life 

Historical 
Maintenance 

Needs  

1 New, perfect condition. Unlikely >90% None 

2 Good condition, no improvements 
recommended to maintain function. Seldom 75% Minor 

3 
Fair condition, improvements 
recommended to improve 
performance or efficiency. 

Occasional 50% Some 

4 

Poor condition, will not impair 
operations or safety significantly. 
Improvements recommended to 
prevent future deterioration and 
maintain reliability. 

Likely 25% Many 

5 

Imminent failure, would directly and 
significantly impact operations at the 
water plant, including capacity, water 
quality or safety. Rehabilitation or 
replacement required. 

Certain <10% Major  
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Criticality is the relative overall consequence of asset failure based on certain performance 
measures as defined in the table below: 
 
Table 2 - Criticality Rating Evaluation Methodology 

Criticality 
Rating 

 

Plant Capacity 
Impacted 

Water Quality/  
Regulatory Safety Hazard 

Replacement 
Lead Time  

(Years) 
Severity Level 

1 None None None None None 
2 25% Low  Low  0.5 Low 
3 50% Moderate Moderate 1 Moderate 
4 75% High High 3 Critical 

5 Plant 
shutdown Violation Loss of Life 

 >5 Catastrophic 

 

A 5x5 matrix of risk and urgency ranking was developed based upon the condition and 
criticality criteria discussed above. The ratings of each cell of the matrix was developed in 
discussion between CDM Smith and the Wilmette staff. The table below summarize the 
findings: 
 
Table 3 Risk Based Assessment – Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) Prioritization 

Condition 
Rating 

Criticality Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 Tier 1 Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 3 
2 Tier 1 Tier 1 Tier 3 Tier 3 Tier 4 
3 Tier 2 Tier 2 Tier 4 Tier 4 Tier 5 
4 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Tier 5 Tier 5 
5 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Tier 5 Tier 5 
      

Tier 1   Very Low Risk Include in the CIP >  10 years 
Tier 2   Low Risk  Include in the CIP 7-10 years 
Tier 3   Medium risk  Include in the CIP 5-7 Years 
Tier 4   High Risk  Include in the CIP 2-5 Years 
Tier 5   Extreme Risk  Include in the CIP 1-3 Years 

 
Study Results 
After the condition assessment of the water plant completion by CDM Smith, a list of projects 
was developed and then assessed a rating class based on the risk criteria discussed above. 
A conceptual planning level cost estimate was also developed for each project. For the 
complete list of projects, their risk ratings and related cost, please see section 4 and 
appendix A of the CDM Smith report. 
 
Study Highlights 

• It was determined by CDM Smith that the plant is “very well maintained” and the 
department maintains a very detailed database that tracks equipment maintenance. 

• The plant meets all current regulatory requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA). 
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• The evaluation of projects based on the risk methodology assessment discussed 
above has changed the prioritization of some projects. 

• There were no major structural projects identified in this assessment study. 
• There were no major surprises in projects identified in the disciplines of treatment 

process or instrumentation and controls that were not in the current CIP or under the 
radar of the department. 

• There were more projects with higher risk ratings in the electrical assessment that 
were not anticipated as discussed below. 

 
As a result of this study, a modified and updated CIP program is proposed. See attachment 
2 for the details of the preliminary proposed 10-year CIP. 
 
Water Plant Electrical Improvements Program Phase I 
Based on the findings of this study and the modified CIP, this program has the highest 
priority based on its ranking as a Tier 5 project. This program consists of three main 
projects: 
 

• Replacement of the main switchgear, MCC-A1, MCC-A2 and MCC-A3. 
• Replacement of MCC-B and MCC-C. 
• Replacement of the two backup engine generators. 

 
Even though each of these projects can be a done separately, it is proposed to combine 
them for the following reasons: 
 

• Each of these electrical projects is very disruptive on its own to the operation of the 
water plant. Performing this work once, will minimize the amount of disruption in the 
future and the risks associated with it. 

• There is an economy of scale related to combining these projects. In addition to the 
savings due to the larger scale of the project, there will be savings associated with 
equipment replacement. For example, if the switchgear replacement project was 
done first, new breakers for the old generators must be installed to work with this new 
switchgear. Then, these new breakers will be replaced again when the generators 
are replaced. Combining these projects will eliminate to purchase and replacement 
these equipment twice in this example. 

• Completing the electrical projects above prior to 2020 when North Main Utility will 
come on board (and potentially Niles and Morton Grove) is desirable to minimize the 
impact of this higher demand on operation. The lead time on these projects is long; 
could be up to 3 years of design, procurement and construction.  

 
The total conceptual planning-level cost estimate of the electrical improvements is $5.39 
Million. The Village has a planning budget of $2.2 Million in the CIP for the generators 
replacement.  The need for the other projects were identified during the electrical condition 
assessment. CDM Smith provided a conservative estimate due to many unknowns of this 
project such as location requirements of the new equipment, the staging of the project and 
the sequencing of installation that could alter the cost of the project. 
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Due to the cost amount of the project and some unknowns that would affect it, the Village 
staff recommends performing a follow up study on the electrical improvements in 2016. This 
follow up study will provide the Village with the following information: 
 

• A better planning cost estimate for the project. 
• Explore potential solutions related to the location of the equipment and staging to 

provide better cost estimate. 
• Explore the sequence of construction as it relates to keeping the facility operating 

and the potential costs associated with it. 
• Submit a pre-application for an Illinois EPA SRF loan as a potential funding source 

for this project. 
 
This study not only will look at the electrical equipment improvements but also the structural, 
architectural and HVAC modifications required to provide improved cost estimate of the 
overall project. The cost of this follow up study is $19,500. See attachment 3 for the follow-
up study proposal from CDM Smith. The cost of this study will be offset by savings projected 
in the MWRD User Charge (~$60k) and Filter Valve Improvements Project (~$30K) 
accounts.  
 
 
Potential Funding Sources 
Given the cost of the proposed electrical improvements, a bond issue will be required. 
Historically the Village has issued general obligations bonds for water plant improvements 
of this magnitude. To reduce borrowing costs, Staff is exploring the Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (IEPA) Revolving Loan Fund which provides low interest loans for 
drinking water projects. The IEPA loans would reduce the annual debt service expense by 
approximately $70,000. The estimated impact of a GO bond issue on the residential water 
rate is a $0.35 increase, which is a 13.5% increase from the current rate. The Village Board 
may also consider phasing in the rate increase across two fiscal years with a $0.13 (5%) 
increase in 2017 and $0.14 (5%) increase in 2018. The Finance Committee will be asked to 
review these financing options prior to adoption of the Fiscal Year 2017 budget.     
 
A portion of the required rate increase may be offset through a financing of Water Fund debt 
as the 2007 Water Fund bond issue is callable in 2017.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments 

1. CDM Smith Wilmette Water Plant Condition Assessment Report 
2. Preliminary Ten Year Capital Improvement Program Spreadsheet 
3. CDM Smith Electrical System Upgrades Study Proposal 



Facility Improvements Page

Risk 

Rating 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Five-Year 

Total 2022-2027

Ten-Year 

Total Funding

WATER PLANT FACILITY

Electrical Improvements Program Phase I Tier 5 500,000    2,890,000  2,000,000  -             -             5,390,000      -               5,390,000      Bond/ loan

Surface Wash Piping Replacement Tier 5 37,000      -             -             -             -             37,000          -               37,000          Operating

Roof Replacement Tier 4 -            -             -             220,000     -             220,000         -               220,000         Operating

Electrical Improvements Program Phase II Tier 4 -            -             -             -             310,000     310,000         -               310,000         Operating

Treament Process Improvements Program Phase I Tier 4 -            -             380,000     430,000     498,000     1,308,000      -               1,308,000      Operating

HVAC System Upgrade Tier 4 -            100,000     25,000       25,000       -             150,000         -               150,000         Operating

Water Intakes Improvements Tier 4 -            -             -             -             -             -                14,200,000  14,200,000    Bond

Rebuild Backwash Pumps Tier 4 -            -             60,000       50,000       -             110,000         -               110,000         Operating

Instrumentation Replacement Program Tier 4 -            -             50,000       50,000       -             100,000         -               100,000         Operating

Treament Process Improvements Program Phase II Tier 3 -            -             -             -             -             -                4,400,000    4,400,000      Bond

Electrical Improvements Program Phase III Tier 3 -            -             -             -             -             -                800,000       800,000         Operating

Replace Low Lift Pump 23 Tier 3 -            -             -             -             -             -                360,000       360,000         Operating

1971 Low Lift Station Influent Valve Replacement Tier 2 -            - -             -             -             -                250,000       250,000         Operating

Treament Process Improvements Program Phase III Tier 2 -            -             -             -             -             -                370,000       370,000         Operating

WATER PLANT SERVICES

Water Intakes Inspection Services Rec. -            15,000       -             -             15,000       30,000          50,000         80,000          Operating

Prevenative Low Lift Pumps Maintenance Rec. -             40,000       35,000       25,000       100,000         -               100,000         Operating

Prevenative High Lift Pumps Maintenance Rec. -            35,000       -             -             -             35,000          45,000         80,000          Operating

Tank Maintenance Services Rec. -            -             50,000       -             -             50,000          60,000         110,000         Operating

Water System Assessment Study Rec. -            -             -             -             -             -                250,000       250,000         Operating

WATER DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS

Remote Site Communication System Upgrade Tier 4 70,000       500,000     570,000         -               570,000         Operating

Glenview Meter Upgrade Tier 4 -            50,000       -             -             -             50,000          -               50,000          Operating

Water Meter Replacement Program Tier 4 88,000      88,000       88,000       88,000       40,000       392,000         200,000       592,000         Operating

Automatic Meter Reading Program Tier 4 25,000      -             -             -             175,000     200,000         2,500,000    2,700,000      Operating

Replace Standpipe Isolation Valve Tier 4 -            -             60,000       -             -             60,000          -               60,000          Operating

-                -               -                Bond

-                -               -                Operating

Total 650,000    3,178,000  2,753,000  968,000     1,563,000  9,112,000      23,485,000  32,597,000    

Ten Year Capital Improvement Program

Water Summary



 

125 South Wacker Drive, Suite 600 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 

tel: + 1 312 346-5000 

fax: + 1 312 346-5228 

cdmsmith.com 

 

March 25, 2016 
 
Mr. Nabil Quafisheh 
Director of Water Management 
Village of Wilmette 
Wilmette Water Treatment Plant 
200 Lake Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091 
 
Subject: Wilmette Water Treatment Plant (WTP) Electrical System Upgrades 
 

Dear Nabil: 

CDM Smith Inc. is pleased to submit this scope of work for a study to evaluate the replacement of 

the Main Switchgear, standby engine generators, and motor control centers at the Wilmette Water 

Treatment Plant (WTP). 

CDM Smith’s Project Understanding and Project Scope 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate electrical equipment upgrades at the water treatment plant 

(WTP). As part of this study, three potential locations for the new electrical equipment will be 

evaluated. This evaluation would include an assessment of the available space inside and outside of 

the WTP for the new electrical equipment and would include: 

• Considerations for repurposing existing rooms/spaces within the WTP for the new 

electrical equipment. 

• Providing building additions to house the new electrical equipment. 

• Installing equipment outdoors in weatherproof enclosures, such as the Main Switchgear 

and/or standby engine generators. 

At the completion of this evaluation, a workshop will be held with the Village of Wilmette staff to 

discuss the potential locations for the new electrical equipment. At the conclusion of this workshop, 

one alternative will be selected for further evaluation and cost development. 

The study will include a conceptual design approach for this single alternative for replacing the 

Main Switchgear, standby engine generators, and motor control centers at the Wilmette Water 

Treatment Plant (WTP), which can be used as a basis for a detailed design of these electrical 

upgrades. 
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• The study will evaluate the construction sequencing for this alternative to determine the 

impact on plant operations and identify any outages (partial or full) that could be expected 

during construction. CDM Smith recognizes that full plant outages will not be tolerated for a 

very long duration, if at all. The purpose of this evaluation is to highlight where outages can 

be expected, so that they can be minimized as part of the detail design phase of this project. 

• The study will evaluate construction costs for this alternative and to provide an Opinion of 

Probable Construction Cost (OPCC) based on the conceptual design approach. The OPCC 

would include the replacement of the Main Switchgear, standby engine generators, and 

motor control centers, as well as any architectural, structural, and HVAC modifications 

associated with the new electrical equipment. The OPCC would also include an appropriate 

contingency based on any undeveloped design details. 

• The study will include recommendations for a managed approach to the replacement of 

electrical distribution equipment. The goal of the study is to develop an approach to replace 

electrical equipment with the least amount of disruption and allow the WTP to continue to 

meet its long range service goals. 

Assumptions  

The following assumptions will be made as part of this study. 

• The study will be limited to the replacement of the Main Switchgear, both standby engine 

generators, the motor control centers located in the Electrical Room, and the motor control 

centers located in the Compressor Room. 

o The replacement of any electrical equipment in the Roundhouse will not considered 

as part of this study. 

o The replacement of any VFDs for the Low Lift and High Lift pumps will not 

considered as part of this study. 

• All of the plant loads will remain unchanged. 

• Both new standby engine generators would be estimated at 800kW-1000kW each. An 

evaluation of the standby power system and review of the engine generator sizing will be 

deferred to detail design phase of this project. 

• All coordination with ComEd regarding a closed transition transfer system with the standby 

engine generators will be deferred to the detail design phase of this project. 
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Deliverables 

A memorandum will be submitted that includes a summary of the results of the study. The 

memorandum will include sketches or layouts of proposed equipment. 

A pre-application will be submitted to the IEPA State Revolving Fund (SRF) in preparation for this 

project. 

Two meetings/workshops will be held with the Village of Wilmette staff to discuss this project. The 

first workshop would be to discuss the potential locations of the new electrical equipment and to 

select one alternative to further evaluate. The second workshop would be to discuss results of the 

study. The dates and times for these meetings will be coordinated with the Village of Wilmette 

during this project. 

Schedule and Fee 

The final memorandum will be delivered to the Village of Wilmette within ninety (90) days 

following Notice to Proceed. 

This study will be billed on a time and materials basis at a not-to-exceed fee of $19,500. Monthly 

invoices and progress reports will be submitted to the Village. 

Please contact Mike or myself if you have any questions or would like any additional information. 

We look forward to working with you on this important study. 

Very truly yours, 

CDM Smith Inc. 

 

 

Amrou Atassi, P.E., BCEE     Mike Kahn, P.E. 
Associate       Senior Electrical Engineer 
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